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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

»

The Head Start program has evolved from a demonstration
project into the largest preschool child development program
1in this country. This report discusses how funding problems
and an inadequate management control system could affect
enrollment levels and program quality.

The, Department/g} Health and Human Services (HHS) was asked
to comment on a draft of this report, but was unable to do so
within the 30 days required by Public Law 96-226. Therefore,
we are publishing the report without official agency comments,

We dre sending copies of.this report to the Director,

Of frce of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of HHS. <
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3 Acting Comptrgller General
of~the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S HEAD START: AN EFFECTIVENPROGRAM

REPORT TO THE COVGRESS BUT THE FUND DISTRIBUTION yFORMIILA
. NEEDS REVISION AND MANAGEMENT

. v CONIROLS NEED IMPROVEMENT

DIGEST .
Since Head Start was established 1n 1965, 1t has
" progressed from a demonstratlon project to become
the largest comprghensive preschool child éevelop—
ment program in the United States, In fiscal
* year 1980, the program was providing services to
about 373,000 children’and their families located
in all States, the District of Columbia, the
Virgin Islands, American Saroa, Guam, and the
Pacific Islands Trust Territory. '
r ’
Studies perforned early in the program's history,
when about two-thirds of the total enrollment
#as 1n summer projects, tended to show that Head
Start participants were not appreclably different,
developmentally, from their non-Head Sfart peers
once they reached elementary school. However,
summer enrollment has declined to about 4 percent
of the total enrcllment while full=year projects
predominate, and more recent studies show gen=
erally favorable results concernang the effective- -
» ness of the Head Start program. Required services
are being delivered to a high percentage of pro- .
gram participants, and good results are being
achieved in all program components. (See p. 7.)

-~ However, grantees in some States have not recelved
sufficient additional funding to offset rapidly
escalating operating costs (see p. 16), and a
trend of service reductions has developed. {See
p. 31.) In addition, the system of management

< control is not yet adequate to serve the needs
. of the program. (See p.»2.)

PROBLEMS WITH ALLOCATING
FUNDS AMONG STATES

The Congress established a mandatory formula 1in
. 1975 for allocating the Head Start annual appro-
- priration to all States and territories, the
Indian and Migrant Program Division, and the
Office of the Secretary of the Departmentsmof
Health and Human Services (HHS) for discretion-
ary use. The formula was:rintended to gradually
-~ i correct some 1imbalances 1n the distribution of
Head Start funds among Statesr—some wilth large

Tear Sheet “ 1 HRD-8 1-83
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poverty popalations were rgfezv1ng less fundinn
than Sther States with sralier noverty popdalations.
« - ~’. . .
™e 1973 formula was use” to allncate funds to
States 1n fiscal years 1976 ani 1977, Fut conares-
sinnal review of ~HS' proposed allocation of the
fiscal year 1978 appropriaticon iisclosed thar HUS
~ay7 Mot have interpreterd tne legislative formula
10 accoriance with conaressional intent. (See
6p.,20 v 22.) Tne 13278.7¢al Stakt reaithorization
legislation also revised <rfe 1973 allscatio~ for-
~ula ani nrovidie: adlitional instructpons for '
2o amlny State allotrenvs.,

. e wax Stare funiimg for fiscal year 1978 .
iroi.iedt as 1norease =f $1537 ~illion cer toe fls-
sal gear 1277 fu-dinz level. Anolv 735 mercert £
“o 1rcrease «»as for e-nansicn 2f err~llvent an
core re~ayvder w4s for iTCrexse” Sperwtit i 20STA.
. brv mriytynTa. 355 maillicv osas fuvaen for fus_a.

ye3r 2273, Flliwims $o7e evrsliTert esparsicy

©z S7C.r afd wperating ¢nst asl.shtrerts T ore

I..en %2 aractees ranirag from 4.04 2o 2.3 ner-

zernt., In fi1scal year 1987, a= altitional

$55 ~1llion ~as f.ries as $ mnlLannel nc e-= .
. roll~ent erpans jon ceca.use all the ne~ funvs .

were needel cy drantees to offset bigher -peras-

ing Costs The fiscal year 1931 fundina =f

$827 r1llior represents an rncrease of 345 ~1l-

lion, 2r 11.6 percerns arovse tne fundiing level

for fiscal géar 1280 g

L]

3h. nete: wnat the relistrirutioh of i1ncreased
veatl Star+e funiing 1w 1978, 1279, ana 19%0 has
reen done 1n accordance witr the conjressionally
~aniated formala and 13 resulting in a ara‘dual
shifting »f funds arong the States pased on
poverty populations. (See pp. 24 anl 25.) how-
eser, many States have neot recgived gufficient
Liew funiing to increase their heal Start enroll-
ments 1n accoriance dlth conqressional intent.
In aidition, since the operating COst increases
have not always reen sufficient to offset t¥e
Wigher c¢osts and raintaln prograr quality, en-
rollment reductinns necurred in fiscal years 1979
ar f 1980. As a result, the actual percent »f
elimible chlldrﬁn servedl Ly tgad Start in 1980

. {19.5% percent) 1s arnut the sare as the percent
served before the majnr expansion in 3278 {(18.9
percent) . [See p. 28.)
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- _RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

GALO recommends that the Congress c¢onbiler modfy-
1ng the funding drstribution formula tn ensure .
that sufficient operating cost increases are
provided to all States so that grantees can
maintain their enrcllment and service levels be-
_fore any funds are provided for expansion of
enrollments. The Congress should also consider
placing a moratorium on further expansion of tHead
Start until such time that sufficient funding

18 rade avallable to erpand enrollment and to
.provide operating cost increased to all States,
{(See’p, 30.) p
REDUCTIONS IN SERVICES TO ;
PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

LY

dead Start legislatlon regquires that programs ( ‘
and projects be operated in accardance with 1+s
performance standards. Tnese standards estaflish
the funvtions, activities, and facilitiés required
to meet the goals and objectives of the pro@ran,
(See pp. 31 and 32.) However, GA% found that pro-
grar quality 15 being threatened by a trend to re-
duce comnprehensive services to children ani famil-
v res becauase ©f insufficient funding to maintalin
service levels whlle operating ¢oOsts are escalat-
1ng. These reductions include the weeks of class-
reocom Qoperation per year, the hoyrs of opération
per ay, the numbers of pai1d positions, and man&
nther caitrackss {(See pp. 32 to 37.)

~

Many drantees, however, are not finding 1t neces-
sary to reduce services. This ¢ondition pointse
_to the need for the Administration on Children,
Youth, and Families to gather and analyze
grantees’ costs of services. ThHe Administration
uses average Federal cost per c¢hild as the hasais
for assessing the performance of 1ts grantees
and when making project funding decisions. gow-
. ever, GAO found that the average Federal cost
per child varies a great deal <ountrywlde an-t
believes that 1t 1s not an adeguate basis for
funding decisions. {See pp. 39 and 40.) Because
full-year programs may operate as little as 480
hours or,as much as'l, 440 hours per year, a more
accurate untit of cost for analysis purposes 1s
the annual cost per child/per hour of contact.

Tear Shaet .
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE :
SECRETARY OF HHS

-

GAQC recommends that the Secretary direct the
Commissioner of the Administration on Children,
Youth, and Familtes to: .

--Gather and analyze data on the average cost per
child and per child contact hour to assist 1its
regional offices to make the_ most equitable dis-
tribution of Federal funds to grantees withan
theirr regions. (See p. 4l1.)

-=-Initiate an effort to gather lnfgrmatlon from
grantees on reductions in Head Start services to
children and thelr families to ascertain the ex-
tent of service reductions nationwide. (See p.
41.) Y

MANAGEMENT CONTROL -
SYSTEM PROBLENS . N

A management control system helps to carry out all
duties and responsibilities as efficiently and
economically as possible. The more important
elements of such a system are organization, poli-
cies, procedures, personnel, plahning, accounting,
reporting ., and evaluation. Although the Adminis-
tration on Children, Youth, and Familles has taken
some actions toward establishing a management con-
trol system, GAO found that they are not yet ade=-
quate to serve the neeas of the Head Start program
because:

-~There 1s ngéfgrmal ‘overall long-range planning
system, Some long-range plann»ng was done 1in
the past, and some planning for certain program
components and administrative functions 1s now
being done. (See p. 44 to 48.)

1

--Head Start has no computerized system for col-
lecting current program and financial informa- .
tion about 1ts grantees i1nto a common data base
which can be accessed by regional and headquagr-
ters management. Head Start could benefit in &

\Several ways from a well designed computerized
information system. (See pp. 48 to 53.)

. b 4

--Monitoring of grantees' performance 1s accom—
plished through three formal monitoring systems
supplemented by less formal processes. Although

v



»

they are fundamentally sound, the formal moni-
toring systems are not working as well as
they should and do net pravide adequate 1nforma-
. tion to determine whether grantees are operat-
ing 1n compliance with prescribed performance
standards and Federdl grant provisions. In
addi1t10n, many grantees have not been 1n com \
pliance with program Fequirements for long time
periods. (See pp. 53 to 72.)

4

--Head Start staffing and funding for sallries angd
expenses have rlot kept pace with incregses 1n
program responsibiliti&s since the eariy 1970s.

» (See pp. 73 to 81.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE )
SECRETARY OF HHS

The Secretary should (1) direct the Commissioner
of the Administration on Children, Youth, and
Families to develop and implement an overall
planning system for Head Start covering all pro-
gram components and major functions and (2)
assure that sufficlent resources are ayailable
to operate the system. (See p. 48.)

The Secretary should also direct the Commissioner,
to:

--TQ develop and implement a management information
system for Head 'Start. (See p. 53.) .

-~Take several actions needed to impgove the three
formal systems used 1in monitoring the perform-
ance of Head Start grantees and to bring grantees
into compliance with program requirements. (See
pp- 72 and 73.)

Te Secretary should also direct the Assistant Sec-
retary for Human Development Serviced to determine
the staffind and other administrative requirements
of the Head Start program, and 1f the Assistant
Secretary finds that the Head Start program does -~
not have the resources 1t needs, and 1f resources
can be made available, GAO recommends that the Sec-
retary furnish the staff and other resources neces-
sary for the program to carry out 1ts responsi-
bilities. (See p. 82.)

Tear Shegt
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HHS was asked to comment on a draft of this re-
pert, but was unable to do so within the 30 days
required by Public Law 96-226. Therefore, GAO

publlished the report without officiral agency
comments.
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. _ CHAPTER 1

d' INTRODUCTION

The Head Start program i1in fisgal year 1980 completed 1ts J
16th year of operation. During this period, 1t has undergone 4
number of changes 1n 1ts organizational affiliation, funding prac-
esses, policies, and operational procedures. Today the program 1S
the largest compréhensive preschodol child development program in
the United States, having progressed from a demonstration project -
to an ongoing service program.

L

v

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE PRQGRAM.

Head Start was establlshed in 1965 by the Tffice of Economaic
Opporfunity (OEN)' under general authority of the Economic Cppor-
tunity Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 278l). A basic concept of this act
was the developrment of local community progré&ms designed to eradic-
ate poverty through the reduction of 1ts causes. Head Start was
to address problems of young children in poverty, including *
poor nutrition, health status, and educational performance, hefore
the child's entrance 1nto the formal educational system. Founders
of the.program believed that by alleviating these problems, poor
ehlldren would be better equipped to learn and would have improved
chances to break the cycle of poverty. Subseguently, Head Start
became an expeﬂ&mental demonstration program providang health,

“educational, nutraitional, social, and other services, primarily

ty economically disadvantaged preschool children, their families,
their communities. Head Start has also been required to pro-

vide for direct parental participation in various aspects of the

prograim.

tlead Start began in 1965 as an 8-week summer program intended

to g¢erve 100,000 poor children. However, local communily response
was so great that the proqram actually served over 560, 000 children,
that first summer '1n sgFe 240 of the poorest counties 1n the United

tes (primarily 1in \&%bﬁcutheast) Since that time, Head Start
has" evolved into thaWlgidest Federal child development program, and
1n frscal year 1980,”2bBdut 95 percent or 357,000 W the total
373,000 children enrofled participated 1n the Head Start program
for a full academic year. [,

ORGANIZAIJON FOR PROGRAM ADMINISTRAT ION

-

&
Head Start was administered by *OEC until July 1969, when the
President delegated responsibility for the program to the Department



*

of cealth and tluman Services (14S) 1/ befffhse a stuly showel that
HHS should provide a more surtacle gdm nistrative framework an!
was alrealy operating several other tﬁ{ld—related progrars along
wlth resaarch efforts which gouald henefit Head Start., The Uffice
of Child Development (DCL) was established-by HHS and located in
the Cffice of the Assistant Secretary for Administration, Pffice
of the Secretary, to administer Head Start and develop policies
for program operations, financial planning, ani evaluaticn., In
April 1973, OCD was made part of the newly established Of fice of
Human Development, After'opergtlng for abcut 5 years following !
delegation from OEQ, the Congress recognized the transfer of Heard
Start to 1S 1n the Community Services Act of 1974 (Public Law
93-644). In August 1977, 0CD was renamer the_ijzigiﬁtratlon for
Children, Youth, and Families (ACYF). 6 7 .

HHS ' 10 regional offices adhinister Head Start throuch grants
tc local nonprofit eorganizationd, such as community actlon aaencles,
school districts, and Indian tribes. The 10 fegional sffices are”
responsiple for processing grant applications, proviiing technical
ass1stance to grantees, and monitoring grantees' cperations. Many
grantees operate the program thémselves and nthers contract w~ith
or3anizitions, referred to as delegate a3encies, for all or part
of program operations. A&s of fiscal year 24979 there were arout
1,180 grantees and about 697 delegate agencles. Grantees and dele-
Jate ajencies generally provide services at different locations

1 throujzhout thelir target areas. Each leocation 1s called a centexr /
an'l each center may have nne ny more classrocms.

Geographic dlstrf%utxon,
funding, and enrollment

tead Start programs are located in all States, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgim Islands, American Simca,
Guam, and the Pacific Islands Thust Territory. In fiscal year
1980, Head Start was providing Services to akout 2,100 counties,
*or 66 percent of the 3,145 counties 1n the United States, )
s
Federal funds for the program's operation are provided by the
Secretary of (IS, upon approveqd application, to eligible tead Start
agencles, apd are limited, generally, to 80 percent of the total
costs of the program. During the lé-year period (1965-80), Federal
fundine for the program totaled abjﬁt $6.5 billion, and the number
of children served was afout 7.5 milllion. Through the years, as
summer programs have been dradually phased out, tectal enrcollment has
declined from a high of 733,000 1n 1966 to about 373,000 1n fiscal

-

1/Ef fective May 4, 1980, the Department of Healtk, Educatinn, and
welfare was redesignated as HHS, Before that date, activities

discussed in this réport were the respomsibility of the Depart-
ment of Health, kducation, and welfare.
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year 1980. However, ‘Head Start funding hds increésed trom $199
Million in fiscal year 1966 to $820 myllion in fiscal year 1981,
Cost i1ncreases are largely because the average c¢ost per child in
full-year programs 1s about five times as much as the averate cost
per child in summer programs. o~

»
HEAD START BASIC LEGISLATION
AND SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENTS

!

The Ecgponic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amendeAd, originally

proviied fé&r:
i

"A program to be known as 'Project veadstart' focused

«PON Chiliren who have not reache.d the age of compil-

$2ry school attendarce which fa) will proviie gurh

‘c>tiprehensive health, nitritional, eiucation, sosyal

a1 other service% As the dAirector finds #3111 waid nhe

chillren to attafn fheir f£.11 potential and (k) w1ll

provide for lirect participation of the parents ~f

sich <hildre~ 1 s-e levelopmert, conduct, ani sver-

All prodram direction at she 1ozal level.”

q

Lejrsiation also provi jeq f£2r a <ontiraang evaluation ofF 2a1

Start progranms.

Sianificant amendzents to the paslt leaslslatisn occurred as
follows : ' .
. £
1966 .

L]

4
--Local government overs:ight of programs was increased, an-
fiscal management wasg strengthened,

--Federal matching funds were limited to 80 percent of tntal
program costs beginning in fiscal year 1968,

67
19 &

-=A three-partﬂkor%ula for allocating thds to States was .
prescribed. The Director of 0EO was allowed discretion ..
in the use of the formula.

=~The "Follow Throudh" program was established which was to
focus on continued services to Kindergarten and elementary
school children who had been enrolled in Head Start.’

1969 -

--Participation of nonpoor children was allowed yn the Head
Start program, ‘




1972

--Required that not less than 10 percent ~»f the total enroll-
> ment Opgortunities in Head Start be avairlable for handicapped
children aﬁd that services be provided for their special

needs. Y

From 1975 through 1978, Head Start programs were operated under
the provisions of the Head Start, Economig Jpportunity, and Commun-
1ty Partnership Act of 1874 (Public Law 93-644), which generally
continued the program as described in the originating legislation
as amended, However, this legislat:on contained two significant

qhanges:

--The formula for allocating funds tor States was restructured
and made mandatory for the first tirme.

v

--The regulrerent in previous law that at least 10 percen: of
national enrollment opportunities be available for handi-
capped children was changed %0 reguaire “hat the 10=-percent
quota be dpplicarle to each State.

Adthoruvzation for continuilng the program 1n fiscal years .
1979-81 1s contained 19 Public Law 95-568, enacted November 2, 1978,
Trils act agaln continued the prepgrar as described, but specifically

‘ebrovlded shat Indiran and mi3grant Head Start programs should

--not have avallable less funds for fiscal year 1979 and
thereafter than theY arounts obligated for their use in fiscal

syear, 1978 angd ,

--receive cost-of-living adjustlBents (which shall, "at the
minimun, reflect changes 1n the Consumer Price Index) 1n

' fiscal year 1979 a therdafter--this cost>of-living
adjustrment appljes ly to Inddan and migrant Head Start
programs. N

“INDICATIONS THAT HEAD START HAS PROGRESSED
FROM A DEMONSTRATIPN PROJECT TO AN ONGOING

SERVICE PROGRAM 7

The continuous growth of congressional funding, along with
.the shi1ft 1n emphasis from summer programs to full-year programs,
and the major_enrollment expansion of 1978, 1ndicate that Head
Start has progressed from a demonstration project to an ongoling
service program. Other 1ndigations, that Head Start is now viewer
as an ongolng service program rather than as a demonstration

project, follow:

4 s
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- --A congressional mandated_fund alloca*“ion formula, estahs
lished for the first timé“1n 1975 and revised in 1978,
which was intended %0 gradually correct ma jor w!%alxgn—
ments of funiing among the States that nad occufred L0 the
past. .

--Di1alogue during congressicnal commlittee hearings concerred
deal Start's large anmet need of about 80 percent. of el--

- gible children not served bty head Start, anj 1+ revealer
congressional intent for continuel éxpansion of deal Seart
enrolliment. "

-=Ianiing over the pas+t 4 years for Dperating Cost 1ncrea-es -

o HLeal Start Zrantees to assist thev 1n TALNTALNAING entnll- \
“ent levels and »13h quality Head Start Eroarars.,

N

--Ccr.tinged 3-year extensions ~f t-e <ez3 Seart nrosrar
. “hroaan fiscal gear 1981,
>
i
BILCTIVE SILFE, AND MET~IDOLLGY
e reviewel tne managerent and adwinistranior ~of ead §ea.s
’ "eZda.8e the (ongress has shown consiieracle *~seress 1- ear.y '
childrasd ani fa~1ly develnprerc. Tar qgjectlve was *2 deser—.-e
. ~shetrer this prograr, wnich has-prooressed over rre fears fro~ a
» leronstratign procect to an ongnlng servsice croarar, 1s reino
effectively 7anaged ani adjinisterel oy =HS.

)

Jar geview ancladed di1scussions with e/ proararm officrals 1-
the “ffice of Human Development Services (HDS) headsuarters, LCYF,
dead Start, and 5 of the' 16 T.HS regional offices. At trese lnra-
tions, we alsn» interviewed Key proiram and grants management par-
sonnel and reviewed numercus program evaliation studlies, contractor
reports, departpental audit reports, and other such docamentary
evidence as the handicap component plan, personnel staffing tarles,

3 budget 1nformation, and internal operating reports. These materlals
and oral interviews were used to substantlate statements made to us
by program offrclals to Jervelop what we judged to ke accurate narra-
tive Tescriptions of Yead Start's accomplishnents and 1ts manajement
and ardministrative policies and procedures. At all times, we were
permltted unrestricted access to prongram officials andcftajf and

to all Head Start files.

‘ur selection of the five Federal regaons which we visited was
judgmental, and 1t was mdde to give a broad coverage of progra.n ad-
ministration and management at the regional level. In making our
selection, we considered the amount of program funding, size of
enrollment, geographicC distribution of the grantees, eX+tent of
enrollment espansion in 1978, ani eviience of differing manage.nent

ERIC - .
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five rejlons «as $299 -1llion, or aoocut 30 percent of all 'Yeal Start
progra~ faniiung, Chiliren enrcllel in full-year progrars 4n these
regions totaled acouant 172,717 or 50 percent of total Jead Stare
fqll -year enrollrent.

Tc nelp valldate statements rmade to Us by headiquarters and
regyional officgals and staff and our own analysis of documentation
optained at these locations, we Lnterviewed management officials
ani staff and reviewved the files of 20 head Start grantees in
4lavcama, Coclorado, “arylani, Mississippl., Montana, Pennsylvanla,
South Jaxota, “tah, and wAyoring. These projects are both urban and
rural and, in "aklng our adgmental selection, we consiidrel the
opinions of aCit regional manage~ent and other inforration, such
as evaliatinr repcrts 1ndicating that sove projects were caparly
~ana3ed whlile otaers w~ere not.

we .ere "O% S
e .35 Lelny Tana

1n2 %o letermine ho« well each -eal Start gran-

2Cally, ©out rather, whetrner the cverall -—ea?
3cart prograr ~.as fectlve ranage-ent c<ontrel sys+wer. The pro-
ests we 3e.ecCtel ransed 1n size from a project w1th an autnorized
sreollment of 31 ani annual Felderal funiing 2f acout 517,000 to a
sroject witn an aatnorizeid enrcllrent of 4,950, funded at over
37.5 rmillion 3uring fiscal year 1979, There are about 1,200 gran-
cees In tne “ead Start projra™, ani their characteristics., such as
fanding, enrollrment, location, and type »f sponsorship, are gJite
itverse. Our srmall jidgrental sample incluied as many of these
cnarackerls*ics <s possitle anl s~as adequate, 1n our ¢pinLlon, for
>utaining tne 1aforration neelel to satisfy our wpjective. (See

rp. Il f2r a list of tne jrantees and *aS rezional offices.)

o) (D
30O
oSN

1
ef
3

‘
Tnrougnolt thils report we refer LO many reports ani studles
aong, oy cont¥acgors ana wthers which we 413 not aindepeniently
salilate, ©it whichn we founu Jdsefll to help support our findings
il Tonclusions. Several of tnese studies covering a period of
Jearts provize the pr1nc1pal support for our conclusion 10 chapter 2
hat tne =seal Start prograr has -ienonstrated its effectiveness.
_ther stulies by =S contractors covering more recent time periods
nelp support our conclusion in chapter 5 that Head Start needs to
complete and strengthen 1lts ranagement control system. The reports
an} stuilles are 1lentified by footnotes. »
- r
Wwe also reviewed applicable niead Start leglslatlon, regula-
tions, anl directives and congressional hearings and reports. ,In
1979, we attended the annual meeting of the “Vational Headl Start
Agsoclatlon.
1
We have rssued five previous reports identafying problems andys
accomplisfiments of tne dead Start proyram. (See app. VII.)
\ .
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. - CHAPTER 2

EVALUATIONS HAVE SHOWN THAT .

- ~

: HEALf START IS AN EFFECTIVE PROGRAM {

Results of Head Start are measured 1n terms of the services |
rendered to children and their families and the extent to which ¢ ‘
program cbjectives ‘have been achieved. Many evaluations have been
made throughout the program's existence. The most recent evalua- *
tions show that the program has overcome some of 1ts earlier prob-
lems, and 1t 1s producing favorable impacts on children, their

. families, and the communitlies where the programs Operate. Past
evaluations have usually focused on the objectlves of cone or more
of the, program’s comﬁonents. .
¥

OBJECTIVES OF PROGRAM COMPONQNTS ‘

+ .

Head Start has four major components. 1In 1975, prograr per-
formance standards (162 standards for all the program components)
were adopted to furnish criteria for deterrining whether Head Start
programs were proviiing the services'necassary to meet the goals of
each of these components.

-

Educaticn _;’ﬂ"

The educational program 1s intended to meet each child's in-
i1vwidual needs. Head Start projects are expected to provide chil-
dren with a learning environment and varlied experiences which wilill
help them Jdevelop socially, 1ntellectually, physically, and emotion-

. ally 1n a manner approprlate to their ‘age and stage of development
toward the overall goal of social competence.
Health L,
Comprehensive health services are intended to include a broad
range of medidal, dental, mental health, and nutritional services
to all enrglled cHildren, 1including handicapped. These services
~c6n51st.o£qhompl62e physical and dental examinations, vision agd
hearing tests, 1dentification of handicapping conditiong, and 1m-
munizations. Mental health profeassionals should also be avallable
* to Head Start thildren, their parents, and staff to assess mental
health problems and to provide training and consultation gervices.
Followup treatment should be provided for all types of health
problems. -

Nutrition 18 a separate part of the health component. Many
children entering Head Start have not Feceived proper nutrition at
home. As Rprogram part1c1pants, they are to be served hot meals and .
snacks to meet at least che-third of their daily nqtrltlonal needs
for part-day participants and one-half of their dalky nutritional

+
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nee s for full-day ocarsicipants. Trainei nutritionists are to
1ss1s+t the eal Start staff, chillren, ani families £t uniderstand
the relatlonship of autriticon t2 hezlth and bow 0 apply thelir new
krcwlelge acols £793 <3 the levelupment 2f sounil fro21 habits afrer
leavirng =we DroIra~. )

Soclal services

Rezraiserens ar i enrsll~®ns of eliginle children, regariless

e, sen, creel, c¢olor, national origin, ©rF handlcappini conil-
t1on, are two obrectives 2f the soclal servlces ¢corponent. ~ther
skjectlives 1ncluade assisting families of enro.led children to 1rm-
prove the giality of <reir family lives and referring families =0
aener COMTUnNlty sSerJice ajencias,

rarent lﬁ?&lﬁg}eﬂt

AnL esserncial parte -f every lead Start prograT 1s tre 1nvalve-
~ent Tf rarents in rarert eilcatlcon, orograT pLanTini, an’t opera+-
LT 4CT%1/1ties. exd Start recognlzes parents as “he ~ost 1mporsant
1-floence 7~y a chi.i's lese.cprert, ani 1eal Start projegis are ex-
peTwed % proviie a progras <©f eaperiences andl acrivities to support
an i enha~ e the parental role. Performance standards reqdulre thatf

.’ parents mave the opportunity <h ke 1nyolisel 1n thecactivitles of
each of =n ~her :eailStare progra~ CcoMponents.

atl1stics purlisne?
een e

Frograr se 1n 1980 1indicase that ~ead Start
proieces culrtrywide harse ¢ ll:nrlqg an acceptarie lesel of
gervices O pro3rar participants. ead "St.art collects prodrar in-
f.rratinn from 1ws grantees and Adelegate agencles through hiannual
repcres.  Information sammarized fror these reports proviies an
ir fica*1o- 2f the e,tent £ which a range ~f Heal Start services
are peivs cleliveres t2 children ant famrilties.,

1. Febriary 1280, ALYF prepared a report for the Secretary of
'S sumwarizing informacion nbtained from over 295 percent of all
Hgai Start grantees, cgvering the 1278-79 program yéar. Repor+ed
results and i1nforration nn components are as follows:

/ LEducation
--On the average, across all regions, 74 percent nf the
lesirable classroom actlvities, teacher behaviors, and
» resources were observed hy trained erlucanion speclalists
« to be present in the classrooms of 108 qgrantees visited.

--Across the regions and classrooms observed, average class
size was 20.4 chilldren, and the average child/pawd class-
room staff ratio was 10.3to 1,

’
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-=2f the teachers in classrooms ohserved, 13 percent hel:!
bachelor's legrees 1n early childhood education, and
12 percent had obtainei a Child bezvelopment Assccrates
crelential. . ™ . !

Jealth

—-Ei1ghty-twd percent of ~ead Start children ha? preen
tedically screened by the end of the 1978-7% school year,

--Twenty=-five perceat >f the children screened were 1denti-
fied as needing naiical treatment, and 90 percent of threr
receivel treatnent ry the eni of %he year.

~-S1xty=-seven percent of enrollel children receive? dental
exraTinations juring rhe 1978-79 school ear.

=-Forty-tan percert <f
Tatlors reguiren den
re_el1ved 1ental tres

he dvrliren recelving lental e<a~iae
1 treasme~+, "€ these, 98 perr-er*
ent Adurin? the 1978-72 gcrasl year,

--Severty=t.o percent 2f eadl S-art chillren haAd corplete
2ll required 1m™munizations ry the end of the 1978-72 school

Year.

L]
L]

»

TTailnety-one percent of Head Start prograTs participated in
tve, 1.8, lepartment H¢ Agricultur®'s Child “utritpen Program.,

Social services

= *
. : -~7er 50 percent »f ead Start farilies sere proviiel socral
hS services jirectly oy Head Start. i

»

--Nearly 26 percent of [lead Start families were referred to
~ther agencies by Head Start, and program personnel followed
up on most of these families to determine whether needed
soclal services were furnished.

-

Parent i1nvolvement .
r

- --0n the average, for evyery 15 children enrolled, 10 Head
Start parents were providing a volunteer service.

--Twenty-eight percent of Head Start staff paird from Federal
jrants are parents of current or former Head Start children.
This 1s the first tabulation of baseline performance data ever
. made by Head Start. The resulta will, of course,ivary from location
to location, and there are no g ntitative standards against which
these rgsults can be comparedi. Bor example, during the 1978-79

school year, 82 percent of Head Start children had been medically
1

Q ~ .
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screenel., Although this percent seers Quite satlsfac;ory, couli

1t have lbeen tetter? Should more than 25 pergent of tieal Start fa-
mi1lies have peerd referred t» social service agencles In the
absence of jiantitative standards or historical experlenﬁe data,

1* 1S not posslhl° to evaluate the adequacy of these service levels.
Lowever, tased Jpon odr di1scussions with Jrantees and our ¥rnowleice
of their operating di1fficulties, we relieve that the results re-
ported 1nlicate Jenerally acceptanle performance by ileadl Start pro-
Jrams.

SIMUDles INDICATE INCREASES
IN PRUGRAMN EFFECTIVENESS -

Although there are 1ndications that services are helng proviied

. by Heal Start programs tO gubstantial numbers of program partici-
pants, the question remains as to whether, these services are pro-
ducing satisfactory results. Since Head;Start's beginninig, mnany
stqdles have Lheen made 2f the program and 1ts recipients, and di1f-
ficulties have been encountered in measurind Heal Start results.
Stuiies performed several years ago temdei =0 show that Heald Start
partiZipants were nowt appreclably different, Jdevelecpmentally, fror
thneir non-iead Start peers 1n the elementary arades. More recent
eviluations have revealed that Head Start 1s preoducinag good resalts
in the prograr component areas,

In a June 12, 1969, evaluation report (probably the best known
of the early stulies), the Westinghouse [Learning Corporation con-
cluted rhat

--sanver (Head Start) programs appeared lneffective 11 pro-

- Jucing any persisting galns 1n cognitive {1intellectual) or
., * affective {social and emotional) development that coull be
detected 1n the first, second,s and thiri grades:

--full-year programs were mardinally effective {; terms of .
producing noticeable gains 1n cognitive Jdevelopment that
could e detected by the measures used 1n the first, second,
and third grades, hut appeared aneffective in promoting
jetectabhle, durable gains 1n affective developnent; and

tleal Start children, whether from summer or full-year
prodrams, appeared to fall below national norms 1in standari—
1zed tests of language development aqa scholastic achieve-
ment. 1/

.

1 /westinghouse Learning Corporation, The Impact ©f Head Start, "An
Evaluation of the Lffects of Headl Start on Children's Cognitive
and Affective Develogpment,” Executive Summary, Oh10 'miversity,

June 1969, ) . ~1
LH . N \\ IO Fl ./
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At the cunclugion®of the Westinghouse study, there were over
420,000 .children ( about two-thirds of total Head Start enroll-
ment) in summer programs. tiowever, by fiscal year 1981, planned
enrollment 1n summer, programs had declined to 15,000, or about
4 percent of the total planned enrollment of 386,000.

In Dctober 1978, a report of the Consortium for Longitudinal
Studies entitled "Lasting Effects After Preschool” was publisked
by HHS. This report 1is a collaborative effort of 12 research
groups conducting longitudinal studies on the outcomes of early
educaticon prougrdans, and i1t summarizes the findings of current
analyses 2f longitudinal studies ©of children who participated 1in
these progrars 10 to 15 years earlier. The consortium noted that
some, thoucsh not all, of the programs in the study were tiead Start
sponsored, that the children were typical of Head Start's popula-
tions, and that current [lead Start quality standards are such that
similar curricalums are likely to be part of typical Head Start
programs. They also noted that the programs were similar in the
sense that all were well run, high guality programs. 1/

The consortiurm concluded that

'** * high quality early eduycation programs are

likely to benefit both low-income children and the
larger society by: reducing the number of children

1n later costly special education programs 1n schools,
helping children avoid grade failure, 1ncreasing chil-
dren's math achievement scores at fourth grade and IQ
scores at least up to age 13, and i1nfluencing aspects
of children's and mothers' achievement orientation.' 2/

In 1976 the Sccial Research Group at George Washington Univer-
sity, Washington, D.C., prepared a report for ACYF which compiled
the results of 69 studies since 1969, 3/ and i1n 1978 an ACYF con-
tractor completed a nationwlde study to assess the effects of
Head Start. 4/ The following statements summarize the results
of these evaluations.

1/Irving Lazar and Richard B. Darlington, Co-Directors of Consortium
for Longitudinal Studies, Lasting Effects After Preschool, Depart-
ment of llealth, Education, and Welfare, Cctober 1978, pages 4
and 71. .

‘

2/1b1d., page 176.

LY

3/Socral Research Group, George Washington University, A Review
0of Head Start Research Since 1969, December 19276.

4/Abt Asseciates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978.

11
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Impact on the child's .
fognitive development

Head Start does not concentrate on academic achlevement.
fRather, center dlrectors emphaslze lmproving the chi1ld's sense of
self-worth, se onfidence, and sense of efficacy. However,
studies indicfte that children do benefit academically. 1/

--Most studies showed 1mprovement 1n performance on standard-
1zed tests of intelligence or general ability for children
attending full-year programs.

--Full-year particlpants performed egqual to or better than
their peers when they began regular school, and there were
J fewer grade retentions and speclal-class placements.

--Head Start full-year programs were effective in preparing
children for later reading achlevement, and intelligence
scores were lmproved.

--Most research shows that children who participated only in
summer programs did not achieve significant galns. 2/

Impac¢t on the child's
soclal development

--Head Start participants have not shown posltlive gains 1ln
self-concept, except 1n conjunction with a h;gh degree of
parent participatlion.

--Head Start positlvely contributes to the development of
soclally mature behavior.

--Head Start facilitates child socialization. 3/

--When the nqnacademlc aspects of social?COmpetence are megs-
ured, the results, taken as a whole, suggest that Head Start
children are more actlive, more gregaridus, less 1inhibited,
and more eager to learn than non-Head Start children. 4/

1/1b1d., pages 157 and 16, -

2/social Research Groub, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 5.
- - »

A\

3/1Ib1d., page 9.

4/Abt Associates<Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978, pages 21 and 22.

12
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Impact on the child's health

--Children who participated in Head Start had loWer absen-
teeism, fewer Cases of anemla, more 1mmunizatlons, better
nutritlional practices, and better health 1n general than
nonparticipants had. 1/ ’

--Ninety-elght percent of parentg reported that their Head
Start children had been 1mmunized agalnst DPT (diptheria,
pertussls, and tetanus), polio, and measles. Thif% high
level contrasts with national estlmates that 30 percent
of children entering school are not protected. 2/

Impact on famililes of
participating children

--Head Start parents have improved thelr parenting abhilities
and approaches to parenthood. They show satisfac¢tion with
the educational gains of their children, 3/ and highly
endorse the program as being helpful to their children and
to themselves. 4/

--Parental behavior has c¢hanged as a result of Head Start.
Some studiles report 1increased positive interactions between
mothers and their children as well as an 1increase 1n parent
particlpation in later school programs. 5/

! &

Impact on the ¢ommunity

--Communitles with a Head Start program experienced institu-
tional changes as a result of the program. 6/ Educetlonal

1/Soc1al Research Group, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 12,

g/Abt AssocClates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head S$Start Graduates and Their Peers, 0Offige of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978, page 17.

3/Soc1al Research Group, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 13.

4/Abt Assoclates Inc., Executive Summary of a National Survey of
Head Start Graduates and Their Peers, Office of Human Develop~-
ment, Washington, D.C., March 1978, page 2.

5/1b1d., page 20.

6/Soc1al Research roup, George Washington University, A Review of
Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 16.
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* and health 1institutions have become goncerned wlth thg needs
and problems of the poor a Alnorities, and they have manhi-
fested thls concern by revising curriculums, %chgsules, ap-
proaches, -and services, Although these 1nstiturfions ares
still not fully responsiwe to the poor, Head Start has, to
'some extent, achieved 1ts goal of modifying local indtitu-

ke i tions so they are mbre Yespoasive to the needs and desires
* of the goor. ® The $Xudy on which this conclusion 1s based
. . was completed 1n 1970, 1/ but another study, completed 1n '
1978,walso shows'a hagh level of cooperation between Head
IS Start programs, public schools, and community health re-

source services. 2/

L) --Parepts of Head Start children increased their i1nvolvement
in the community during the period In which their children
were 1n Head Start, and that involvement was likely to con-
trnue after their children entered regular school. 3/

--Countless parents have used their Head Start experlience to
equip themselves for jobs whicd can and do~exert a positive
influence om the community. At the end of the 1978-79
school year, grantees reported that 28 percent of all em-
ployees 1n the program nationwlde paid from Federal grants
were parents of current or fgrmer Head Start children. ot
During 1978, 38 percent of Head Start personnel recelving
specialized training in child development were Head Start
parents.

-

According to several long-time, experts 1in Head Start parent

programs, the number parents who have .gone on to become Commun=
ity Action Program di tors, Head Start’ directors, consultants,®
teachers, State and local government off1c1als, family day care
providers, and business people is "overwhelming" and "incalculable.
This 1ndicates that employment 1n tHlead Start has released unknown
talents and abilities which have benefited many communities.

-

-..‘_
§7Roy Littlejohn Associates, Parent Involvement i1n Head Start,

Department ©of tlealth, Education, and Welfare, November 1977,
pages 1o and 17,

E/Atk Assoclates Inc., ExegH{;ve Summary of a National Suryey of
. HéEﬁx&&grt Graduates and Their Peers, Qffice of Human Develop-
ment, Washington, D+C., March 1978, pagks 14 +d& 17.

£
\§3/Soc1al Research Group, George WaShlngton University, A Review of

Head Start Research Since 1969, December 1976, page 16.
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This research evidence shows that Head Start has been an
effectlve program. There are, undoubtedly, many reasons why this
1S true, but based upon cour work 1n Head Start headquarters, HHS
regional offices, and 20 Head Start projects 1nnine States, we
believe that success of the program can be mc&hrectly‘\attributeﬁ
to dedigated program directors, teachers, staff, and volunteers at
the logal level.

v

Although there 1s considerable evidence of program effective~-
ness, there are also warning signs because there 1s a trend devel=-
opilng among grantees across tM country to reduce the level of
services provided to children and their families. . (See ch. 4.)
Also®™ many grantees are not 1n compliance with program performance
standards, and ACYF needs t0 1nltlate management lmprovements to
?ssure high guallity services 1n the various program component areas.
See ch. 5.)
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: CHAPTER 3

~

THE CONGRESS SHOULD CONISDER FURTHER REVISION TO

¥

THE METHOD OF DISTRIBUTING FUNDS AMONG STATES

The Congress gave particular attention during the mi1d-1970s
to the funding of Head Start grantees Dby
’

--establishipg a mandatoYy fund allocation formula for the
first time 1n 1975, which was 1intended to gradually correct
some major misalignments of funding among States that had
occurred; ’

-=-providing additional funding for the first major expansion
of Head Start enrollment in fiscal year 1978:

-~revising the 1975 statutory formula during 1978 to clarify
the congressional intent for application of the Formula;

;-e;ov1d1ng increased funding for the expansion of Head Start .
in fiscal year 1979; and

--prov1d1n§ increased funding for Operating cost 1ncreases
1%8 tead Start grantees for #scal years 1978, 1979, and
80, .

Although use of the statutory formula 1s accomplishing the re-
distribution of funds intended by the Congress, new funding problems
have surfaced, &he Congress intended that all Statesg participate

An the 1978 expansion; however, only 23 States received sufficient

additional funds through application of the foyrmula to 1ncrease
llead Start enrollment. Additional funds provided for cost-of-living
increases varied among the States in fiscal yeays 1979 and 1980.
This caused some grantees that received little Of no operating cogt
increases in fiscal year 1979 to reduce Head rt enrollmert,

In fiscal year 1980, the reduction of Head Start enrollment
vecame widespread naticnwide, because of the high rate of inflation,
which exceeded even the highest rate of 1ncreased operating <bsts
provided in 1980 under the formula. Nevertheless, expansion oc-
curred 1n me States because sufficrent increased funding was
avallable through the legislative formula, while in other States
enrollment reductions cccurred because the funding available through
the fofﬁula was itnsufficilent to permit expansion. NO expansion of
Head Start was planned by HHS for fiscal year bQ?O.

o V) N

The expansion of Head Start i1nitiated by the Congress has Dbeen
negated by a developing trend of enrcllment reductions among Stategs.
The large unmet need--about 80 percent.bf eiligible children not
served by Head Start--has remained virtually unchanged since fiscal

lé




year 1977. Tne Congress shoull consider further revision to the
method of listributing i{lead Start funds a~mong the States to assure
that adequate gperating cost increases are provided to all States,
so that tiead Start graftées can maintaln their enrollment levels

and program guality before funds are provided for enrcllment ex-
pansion.

\-

-

EVOLUTION OF HEAD START FUNDING

, lead Start funding increased from $96 million 1in 1965 to $47%
rrllion in 1977. [During this period, Head Start gradually shifted
from providing services through sunmer and full-year progra=s o
primarily full-year prograrms. Summer enrollment decreased fror
1ts peak level of 573,000 children in 1966 to 26,000 children in
1977, while full-year enrollment increased from 160,000 to 307,00N
children during the same period. The convkrsion from sum~er pro-
arams (arout 8-week Jduration) to full-year progra~s (8- to [2--onth
lurationl-+#egyilred increaserd funding to cover the muach srea%er Ccst
of fill-year programs. For example, 1n 1970 the average cost per
child 1n a full-year program was $1,056, which was al~ost five
times greater than the average cost per child in a sumrer progra-,

) »
From 1977 thromﬂ%l?SO, the annual amount made available for
Head Start increased $260 million to $735 million. The largest
funding i1ncrease since 1967 was the $150%m1llion increase for 1978,
which itncluded3about $114 million for the first major expansicn of
llead Start enrollment and about $36 million for a 6-percent operat-
; 1ng cost incrgase to all Head Start grantees. The annual funding
~ increased by $55 million from 1978 to 1979, and by another $55 r11-
—11on for 1980. Operating cost increases to grantees and expansion
of a small number of existing projecta~were funded from the 1979
funding increase. COnly operating cost increases were funded -
by the 1980 appropriation increase.

Over the Years, the method of Adistributing the annual Head
Start funding has changed hecause of congressional concern over
whether each State was allotted an equitable share of available
funds. This concern centered on Head Start funds being heavily
concentrated in a few States while many States with larger poverty
populations rel¥ived smaller fund allocations. Changes in the fund
distribution méthod are discussed in the sections that follow.

Farly fund al'location methods

, Head Start was started By NOEO 1n the sumnmer of 1965 as a small
pilgt project to provide educational, medical, nutritional. and
social services 'to pcor children who would be entering school at
the beginning of the nex: school year. llead Start projects were
funded 1n 240 of the 300 poorest counties, which were primarily in
the southeastern United States.




- In the 1967 amendments tO the Econoric fpportunity Act of
1964, the Congress for the first time place? the community actlicn
programs under allotment formula pwvovisions. Beglnning 1in fiscal
year 1968, funds for community action programs and certaln special ]
programs {(1ncluding Head Start) were to be allotted #o the State
according Lo a three-part formula after no more than 2 percent was
reserved for Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territories, and no more than 20 percen*t was teserve?
for the JED Director's discretionary use, The three-part formula
allotted the remainind funds to States on the basis of the rela-

tive number of /
--public asststance reciplents 1n each State compared to all
\. States, *
~ /
--unemployei persons 11 each State compareid to all 'States,
and

--related children living with farilies w~i1th annial 1ncores
~f less than 51,000 1n each State as ~ompared to al’l States.

- A separate allotnéns for any of the special programs (1incluling
tieal Startl., hoibver. cosld be made by the 2LEO Director accoriing
to other criterla, which would assure an equitable distrirution of
funds, rased on the special needs of the State programs as lon3 as

. no S-ate received more than 12-1/2 percent »f the funds avallable
for any prograr. Adherence to the three-part formila ha? reen Sulk-
ject to the discretion of the Director.

In +nise Report No. 95-1151, dated ™May 15, 1978, the Committee '
»n Flucation and Labnr reported tha+t "During the firs%t ten years
~f the program, iedd Start funds were allocated to indavidual pro-
grams at the li1scretion of TEC and later, HEW [{4HS]." The Senate
Lommittee on Human Resources Stated in 1ts Report M. 95-892, dated
" May 15, 1978, that -
“Both the Coﬁ&reSSLOnal Research Service and a former
alTinistrator of the Head Start indicated that funds
were directed to States on a subjective and arbitrary
nasis. This resulted 1n Head Start funds beina heavily
concentrated 1n only a few States while many other
States with large poverty populations received a dis-
proportionately small allocation of available Head
Start funds.” .
The most dramatic examples of State allotments that were dis-
S «\proportlonatedto the poverty population factor were M18si1ssippl
and California. In 1970 Mississipp1 had 37,320 poverty children,
ages 3 to 5, which repfesented 2 percent of the 1.8 million total
population of eligible children, and 1t was allotted $32.9 millicn
whlch represented 11 percent of the $301.6 million total nf State

-
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allotnents. In contrast, california hai 178,640 eligirle povert)
cnirliren g = 10 perzent of r-e 1.8 m1liicn +~tal population,
and 1% wasdillJt*ed 522,5 *1llicr 1~ 1970, wh1zh representei 7 ner-
ent o€ the 3$3ul.6 rillion .2val ~f State allotments, AlsD, t.ers>
1A a1 VA%, 810 ooverty chlldrer ~r 3 percent »f tre .2 millior
«5tsl. ani 1% was allowtel $6.2 ~illlon or 2 percent of =ne
3301.6 m1liion ”s*al T-e 1~talarce 2f funii~7 levels 3i72r2 noreg
States a0l ;arLS'LO:'”'s was less hravTiatil. .
" nra3res3ional corcern: over scTe States rec21/1m¢ A IISEropTI-

s1onate a-_.nv 9f f.nds 1n relazicr =o cthers, resilued 1n vhe

. sroress eftanlis®ing a mantacory fo-ii-c for—ula for eal Stare,
wh1Cr was in2.aded 37ona sre a~eri—ents o tte Corurit Ser tlces
yoe of 1374, N

" lommunity Services Act of 1974 ;

) e IsmemLelty Services Act of 974 (TLrliT TAws23-£440 erazhe?
y wre Iovress Jaruary 4, (275, 1moLlL.et toree TUDtAatTonrT -
s12%s affectint ~ea: Starv. Tre aco-

e 6, 1300, red 3 ze. e transfer of -ea. Stare from L.
vz 5

-—ext ef}a‘ t~e ead S-art prosram a.trorisy for fiscal years

/"“a , .976 ang 1977: and
-

--es:ablls*ei a —andatcry fsr-ula for allsonment 20f f.-ids
r
a4-onz tnée S-ates. -
e for-ula proviied f-5r she i1scrybution of the annual read Styre
appropriation as follows:
-=-F1rst, not rore than 2 percent »f +he total funding was 2 -
re allotted a~on3 Guam, Arerican Sam2a,.the Trus® Territory
. ~»8 the pacific Islamds, and <hé Virgin lslands,

? //’
-~-Seconi, not rore than 20 percent of the total w~was to be
resersed for use at tre Jiscretinon of the Sec rg*ary nf H-i5.
) L ]
-=Third, the rema:inder wa;7to be.a%lotted among the States
(1ncluiing washington, A C., and Pierto R1co) on the tasis .
nf the‘following two-par+~ forula:

1. 2ne~half of t%e retainder was to be allntted nn the
vasis of the relative nurber of public assistance
. reciplents in each State as compared to all States.
2. The ~»ther half nf-the remainder was to be allotted on -
the basis of the welative nunper of related children
s Y living with families with incomes below the poverty line
1n ¢ach State as compared to all States.
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The formula also proviied that na State was %o fre allatted less
funids than 1t had'obligated for fiscal year 1975, commonly referrel
to as the "hold harmless” clause. The formula.went anto effect.
with the fiscal y2ar 1976 ‘appropriation.

Congressional review of HHS' proposed allocation of the fiscal
year [978 Head StArt funding Aisclosed that HHS ray not rkave inter-
preted the leglslative formula in accordance with congressional
intent., It was algo disclosed that the formula would not resalt
11 State reallocations for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 tecause the
annual Head Start funding for each of these years, after setting
asidegthe authorized reserves, was not larger than the' total "hol4d
rarrless” base for all States. The Econocric Jpportunity Amendrents
of 1278 included more detailed instructions on the application of
the formala to correct perceived misunderstandings =n the part of
—J,’—J‘S_ N

1978 LES!
AND REA.T

T 2F
Spﬂs s
e

HORT .

o
3 ;
Liring 1978, congressional intent regariing Yead Start funding
was expressed 1n legislatien for the filscal year ,978 funding and
£9r, arenilng the Zconoris Opportunity At of 1964. .

v
Fiscal year 1378 funding

4

The nead Start fundﬁﬂg for fiscal year 1978 i1ncluded an in-
Cregase of $150 million over the fiscal year 1977 funding lewvel
t2 Le Jsed for operating Cost 1ncreases and progra~ expansion.
Aboat 75 percent of the $150 million was for expansion of Head
Start, and the repainder was for cost-of-living ancreases for
ex1sting grantees' Major expansion of Head Start enrollment was
1n accordance with the congressiconal intent stated by 'the House
Cocmmittée on Appropriations in House Report dNo. 95-381, dated
June 2“ 1977:

i
Jan

,“The Comrittee recommends $595 million for the Head "
, Start Program, an increase of $110 million over the
/ budget request, and an increase of $120 million over !
/’ the amount appropriated for fiscal year 1977. 1t 1s
intended that the total amount of increased funfis
over 1977 be used for local Head Start project bpera-
tions, with about $30 million to cover increased 1n
minimum wage atnd cost-of-living, and about $90 million
for‘brogram expansion. * * * The Committee recognizes
that Head Start program has been a very successful
< program and should serve more than the 15 percent of
¢ligible children currently enrolled. The number of-
children served each year has not ancreased slnce
1968 Ang t funds provided for program expansion 1s
a step in Lhepdirectlon of meeting the need for

¢

J
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additional farilies ani children =2 Pdrthlpate in the
pgo3ra™. It is evpected thar at least 60, OQ a‘ddigional g

y cthildrenw1ll recerve-£.11 year servizes »~1%N <he 1n-
-reased f.niing proviied, ani tnat most of trese chil- .
irem 41l Pe servel 'y enisting “€al Start prOGra
Zrantees. 'idaeter, s27e of the 1ncreased funiinT Tay
re 2sel ts estanlish new progra™s 1w ¢ovruanitles vhere )
~eal,Srart currentdy lces not exist an? where an
a1T1718%ra%1ve "echar1s™ 1S 1n.place. *-ox *

., <-a3ressriural review 2f RS’ proposed allocation »f the fisqgal N
fear 1273 ea: Start funiling 1isclosed that #HS ~ay not hase 1tter-
preted tre .e3Jisla%tise f£or-ula an accsridance w1t conTressitnal

“ntent. Trne proble~ was ~itt the segience of steps <o re foilowed
in appiyirs the fornila.  After set<inz aside 2 percent =f thg furi-
tm3 £or grantees i~ o.tlying aveas ari 20 percent for tre distre-
“ionary reserse, “re firs+t ster acpliel oy ~=8 wo tre remalninz
78 percent £ the funi1ng «as £o orovide each State with “re avou-t
“rilFater 1 tre 3%ate for fiscal year 1275 wnich represe-tef zp-
goiTatrz” £ e f2r-lla’s "roli rarmless” cla.se. As %re gkTori
ster, S 11str.iz.ated tne remawnlrz fuirds atooriing to tre wwt-pars
f£or—.ia. At wre Iotsrer (977 oversiznt nearicgs on the tead Seare
srant a..ocatizn f3rt..a, chnilsted refore srer SurcomTiotee o
LIonoTlT tnportunity of tne ~2use Iorrilttee - Eduication ard lancr,
Congressizral Pesearsy Service (CRS) anl CGAT represertatives tas-
“.f1ed s-at, 17 thelr Oplnion, “re Conaress inten?ed for —macsi-o
ase =2 YXe ~ade of 4<ne for~.la, oy firs+ applying tre <“wc-pars
fyrrula--Jsing factors of A1d to Families ~ith Dependent Children
"ArLl) rez.plents and poJersy cMilidrer--to *ﬂe\78 oerﬂew* pOrTLls
£ tne :2a2 Start apnropriation. Tre secsn? step, coriing %o :95 .
a%l JAL representatives, was %o apply tre "noli narmless Tladse
Ty ilent J.f_,J...j State entitlerents t* wegre relow ant ahove 2relr
fiscal year (2375 f.niing levels an $%1n3 <he amounts as neces- .

sary =7 £ring Sta%e entltlements Jp r lown %o their flscal year
1975 funiing level. Regariang the <orgressional intent for the
"hold har~less” clause and £or the twa-part for~ula, one -o.se Cor=
mittee revrer CorTenteld:

»

"e o * * ongress provided -<hat no State should lose from .

. ~ratltrey nad refore, and provide? for a hold harrless

. ¢

z1&dse or provision. Now 1f you apply the hold harm-
less first, instead of the formila, woildn't you be
perpetaating the 1mbalance that existed 1n 1975. S»o
1instead of changing that which Congress mandated/in
section 513, the inequitiles that might have existed on
the rasis of that historical situation have heen per-
petuated rather than corrected as it would appear that .
Congresas wintended tn correct in 1975.° .

By a “overber 30, 1977, letter from the .iouse Co™ri%tee oh

Elucation ani Labor to the Secretary of HHS, reference was rmade to
agreement amont i1nterested parties on precisely how the formula

21 e

' ) | (.)‘

.
-

[N
-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

—~— «
~«4S L. Le 1nterpretes a1 apoliel. “wever, Inler thé ajreel Ync-
Jreerpretatior of the forula rejariyrz wre flscal year 1978 €ini-
13 wne Jorrittee state? vthat 30 States «n.ld receive less <han
ey 13 for fiscal year 12377, altﬁo.gh fanding £7r fiscal year
1978 ewceelde: =ne fiscal year 19277 lenél cy $15C rmailircn. The
L3TTLILee $TAate T at 1t .3s vt 17tented that any State wOrl?

~£fer 1r =-1s way, ard aceoriitaly, £re yntereste’ parties wor«e.
T.% o an ajr2etert, wnlTh tne I3voitteg s$tatel 43S 3 w2rranie 20T
orav.se. Tne IhTIrotise agree~ent rro.ilel for the follouinc nro-
ce i.res: ‘

’ »
S:es_i--xf:er/éﬂe 2= 31 ?le-perce-s gset-asiles, tne re-ainier
5f <wne f.ni.n3 was 2o e allotate? amons e States o wre
~asis of tne Twz-part formali, evgepnt “rdt no S5tate sas 4o
ce allozIztel less =tam 1% ~ai receirved - fiscxl year (27%.
Ster 2--T2r t-ose States «vcse f1scal year L2973 ertitlerents
17 $ten L aelfe less "nar toerr attu.zl floscal year .277 slin-
“zat1o, fu-1s fro~ tre Secretar,’'s I1scretitmAry reser.e aere -
“2 Le .sed T “riv7 s.o* States Lr %o +rerr fiscal yeur (277
3LiTTaATLITS etz ) . ’

Step 3--%;..%17-al t.scretisnary Toneys sere %7 re 2sed o9
T1.9 e/ ery State a €-perctent 2Lerat.ng ¢St increase,  redart-
LT3 States ahose fiszal year 1278 entitle-ents exceee’ <-elrx
fiscal year .277 al.scasions, arm a"g.ne egual T € rercent ~f
“re fiscal year 19738 entitlement «ds <o ce zifed. wit” resnezs
%7 4.. T%7er S<ites, an 2mount eJ.al =5 6 perfert of fre fisoal
year 277 allocatior .as o 7e ailel w0 tve fiscal gear 877
cevel,
-t .
Feautntrlzatlsn lezislaticn of 1278 ‘ )
i ’
T™e Eoonomic pportunity Anendments of 1373 (2.rl1c Law 25-5¢8
enat-el Lo.eTrer 2, 1278 extenied reazd Swars through fiscal yesr
2981, resiser tre 19275 gracansry find “fuscragution £orvula 00 change
tme ol narviless year fro- 1979 oo (97%, anl orovidedl adlitinnal
inshractirs fir JCTELELna State alintrents. This 127151a%itn re-
FJalrel wne inllowir SGQJQ\CQ 5% cormpiatation nrocelures.,
' -=Iarse, at leas+ 78 nercent 2f sre fandina was =9 e ze-
as.le for Hllot~ent a~nna the States (1nclating wishinaonon,
sy and Plerto Fico) . ¥

5

-~Sezznl, the two-part formala--2sing the AFLC reciplents anl
poserty chiliren popailaticon factors--w~as tr te 1sel tn
compute 1nltial . .State allotmenss, .

o .
L
!
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--Third, the 20-percant set-asiie for the Secretary of HI§'
reserve fun3..as %0 be used 1n accoriance wlith the folloalrs
pricrities: .

1. Indian and Migran+s Head Start progrars and services o
handlcapped chilliren, incluiing cost-of-living adjust-

ments. l
* 2. Ajdrtional amounts allotted to each State or territory,
as necessary, =o hrlr:r ther up to their fiscal year 1978
€iniing level. N
| \
3. Training a3 nechkrizal assistance activitles.
v ¢ w
. Ltogr necessary purposes. R .
‘ --Fourth, additional funds, 1f available, were =» oe nroviied
vo Snates ap w0 ‘f"it cf 175 percent =f +re h:l3d aar~less
FRar a“cant.
. -=F1fer, the Z-percent se+t-aslie was =2 Ye allztte’ arons
G.am, Averican Samoca, the Trass Territery 2f tne ragific
- Islands, the “ortherr Mariana Islands, and tne Yirgin
Islan‘s,

K]
--S1+sth, criter1d were estalrlished for determining the
~aximum amount of allotments for each State incluiing
{ . sipplemental funds.

Accerding to House Conference Report 25-1766, dated October 11,
1978, accompanying the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1978, the
allocatiqn formula was based on the premise that all States shouldld
receive 100 percent of what they were eligible for acgording to the
State's relative share of the poverty population, andithat it was
the intent of the conferees that. as much of.the funds as possible
be distributed to the States under the poverty formula. The House
Conference Report contained the following conference agreements
indicating legislative intent that the pOVerty formula

--equalize the 3Iistribution of available Head Start funds and
target these funds to poverty populations:

--narrow and ultimately eliminate the range 1n the level of
Head Start funding computed on the basis Of the poverty
population among the various States:

--eventually end the need for hold harmless and supplemental
payments beécause the allocation formula reflected the 1in-

ent that over time, as appropriations increase, all States
should eventually receive funds only on the basls of poverty
population; and

'
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--eliminate cost-of=-living provisions because as appropriations
v are increased to Yeflect, in part, cost-of-1l1ving increases,
the cost-cf-living increases would be passed on automatically
to the States through the poverty formula.
The "1ouse Conference Report stated that completion of the objective
ts equalize the distribution of Head Start funds and target these
funds to poverty populations would be dependent upon the level of
funding--that 1s, the higher the level of funding, the more rapid
the range will be reduwced and elirinated. The report also stated
that the -ouse conferees intended for the unique national High
quality nature of the -lead Start program to be continued.
REDISTRISBUTION OF FLNDS AMONG STATES BEING '
ACHIEVED, A8 INTENDED B8Y THE FORMILA .

The reallocation of 1ncreased Head Start funding 1s being
achieved, 1n accordance with congressional intent, Funds are heing
allncated to the States by applying the formula 1n the proper se-
gd4ence of steps, and there 1gaa sradual shifting of funds arong the
States rasedl on poverty popultions. The redistribution 2f Head
Start funding :1s 1ndicated in the following table, which ranks the
10 jurisdictions that received the largest fund allotments 1in 1975
and thelr ranking In 1980,

t

Jurisdiction A
{in 1975 funding Fund allotments 1980 .
“TTrenking order) 1975 1980 ranking order

{thousands)

l. Mississippx $ 37,082 5 43,535 (3)
2. Californaia 27,977 63,522 (1)
3. New York 26,619 48,890 {2)
4. Texas 17,957 28,432 (6)
5. 1llineys , 16,422 35,027 (4}
6. Puerto Rico 15,315 27,053 - (8)
7. Florida 13,557, 17, 600 {10)
8. ohio 12,737 27,920 (7)
9. Pennsylvania 12,223 29,541 - (5)
10. Alabama " 11,391 14,808 (14)
" Total $191,280 $336,328
Percent of grand X
total 50.5 53.0
Grand totaid $378,455 5634 ,724
24
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The 9th ranking State in 1980 was New Jersey with a $20.4 millicon
allotment, yhich advanced 1t from thy 13th ganking in 1973, when
New Jersey's allotment was $10.5 million.

MAJOR ENROLLMENT EXPANSION OF 1978 .
DIMINISHED BY ENROLLMENT REDUCTIONS /
IN 1979 AND 1980

-

The first major gxpan51on of Head Start's full-year enrollment
1h fiscal year 1978 has been diminished by enrollment reductions
during fiscal year 1979. Furthermore, ACYF planned enrclilment
reductions throughout all the States for fiscal year 1980. Also,
all States di1d not participate 1n the expansion of Head Start en-
rollment as 1intended by the Congress. Although the Head Start
funding was increased for each of the 3 fiscal years--1978 by $150
million, 1979 by $55 million, and 1980 by $55 million-~these 1n-
creases were 1nsJufficient to fund enroliment exXpansion and adequate
operating COst 1ncCrease$ tO grantees in all States.

-
Expansion of Head Start enrollment

The President's Budget for fiscal year 1978 did not 1include
any significant increase over fiscal year 1977 Head Start funding.
However, the Congress provided an additional $150 million to be
used mainly to fund a ma)or expansion ©f enrollment in 1978. Tis-
cussions in appropriations hearings, before the House and Senate
Approprlations Subgommittees for the fiscal year 1978 HHS appro-
priation, 1indicated that the Congress intended to expand Head Start
enrollment. The Senate Committee on Appropriations report on the
1978 appropriation stated 1n part that

"* * * the resources £01 program expansion should be
distributed to all States 1n accordance with the for-
mula 1n the authorizing leglslation s¢ that all States
will receive an equitable 1increase for program expan=
sion above thelr existing base."”

All States have not expanded their Head Start enrollment.
After distributing the 1978 Head Start funding 1n accordance with
the formula's requirements and the congressionually mandated 6-per-
cent operating cost increase for all grantees, no funds remainerd
for program expansion i1n 29 States. Head Start espansion did
occur 1n 23 States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, by funding
49 new grantees and increasing the enrollment of 583 existing
grantees. In fiscal year 1979, after meeting the formula's funding
requirements necessary to support base enrollment levels in each
State, there were funds remaining to expand Head Start in 23 States
and Puerto Rico. No funds remalned to expand Head Start in
27 States, the District of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, and outer
Paci1fic Islands. Prqogram exXxpansion in the 23 States and Puerto
Rico consisted entirely of increased enrollment at existing Head
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Start projects. Tne former Assoclate Director of Head Start told
us that traditionally the policy has been not to reduce the enroll-
ment ¢f chiliren in Head Start programs, but that in fiscal year
1979 Heal Start woald permit grantees to reduJce their enrollrent
oy 2 percent. During fiscal year 1979, we noted that enrollments
“ere being rediced at some Head Start progra™s. O expansion in
Jead Start enrollment for fiscal year 1980 wvas »lanned ry ACYF ce-
cause most of the $35 mi1lli0n 1ncrease in the 1980 funding was
used to meet formula requirerents anid cost-cf-living 1ncreases.
Uperating cost 1ncreases

vary arong the States

Jperating cgst 1ncreases to Head Start ZJrantees varied avong
the States for fiscal years 13978, 1279, and 1987, This contrikbated
o financial nroblers o©f sore grantees and t¢ enr2ll—ent reiductinns
durinz fiscal year 1973 at some hea3 Start prolects, w~hicr recare
~13espread a~onz all States in fiscal year 1980, .

Althnocazh all States received a 6-perce~% operating Cos% 1n-

crease, as required Ly %he Lowverber 30, 1977, instructions £fro~ .
tne Houase Jorrmistee on Educatinn ani Labor to the Secretary 2% -5,
these 1nstructions also provided.criteria for two Jifferent rases "~

for computing <he a~ount of cost=of=living 1ncreases for

—--S-a*es whose fiscal year 1978 entitlerent excee-ded their
fiscal year 1977 all»nca%ion, an amount equal 0 6 percent
of the fiscal year 1278 entitlement w~as to be added to the
State allotment and P

--all nther States, an amount equal to 6 percent of the fiscal
yedr 1977 allocation was to te added to the fiscal year 1977
level for the State allotment.

The fiscal year 1979 State allotrents were computed on the
caslis of tne statutory formula, as revised in 1978. All States,
exscept three (Alaska, “1ssissippl, and Wyoming), received funiin3z
increases, over their fiscal year 1978 level, ranging from 6.07 to
17.76 percent. These increases 1included operating ¢ost lncreases
ranging from 4.04 +0 8.3 percent. The 8.3 percent equaled the 1n-
Ccrease 1n the national Consumer Price Index during fiscal year 1978,

Through the statutory formula, HHS cOmputed increases to in-
dividual State jllotments for fiscal year 1980, ranging from
4.04 to 9.09 percent, with four States receiving no 1ngreases.
Additional funds for State allotments were providel from the
Secretary of HHS' dlsdgetlonary reserve to assist tlead Start .
projects in meéting higher operating ¢osts. This discretionary .
money was added to State allotments, as follows (according tn HHS'
Funding Guidance Letter, datel December 21, 1979, for fiscal year
1980 to Regional Program Directors): ‘

TN
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--First, funds were allotted to rnsure that each State eligible
¢or 1i1scretionary funds received at least the 4.03-percent
rinzmam funding inctease over 1ts fiscal year 1979 level,
“i1ssissippi and Alaska were prohibited by the statutory
formula fror receiving any increased funding and remained
at therr fiscal year 1979 levels. "

--Seconi, the two-part poverty formula was then used to allot
the reraining porticon of awaglacle dl1scretlidndry money among
all States,

The 1ncreased Sta+te allotments were to pe used to offset higher
dperatiny costs of Jrantees and to maintain levels of prograr qual-
1ty an} enrollment, HdS planned no enpansion 1n Head Start enroll-
rent 1n any State during fiscal year 1980.

The Decemger 1979 Funding Guidance Letter also included State
enr>llment tarjets for fiscal year 1980, which were jevelopef by
1,5 pased on the assurption that a l2.l-percent 1ncrease 1n thne
ann4al 2ost per child would be necessary 1n each State to malntain
fiscal year 1979 enrocllment levels. The lZ.l-percent i1ncrease
equaled %he rise i1n the Consumer Price Index during fiscal year
1979. Since no State dllotments were incredsed as much as 12.1 per-
cent, +HiS reduced thewenrollment targets for each State 1n propor-
t.:on to the shortfall between the State's operating cost 1ncrease
and the l2.l-percent level. The estirmated enrollment reductions
totaled 14,247 1/ (excluding the Indian and Migrant Programs Divi-
sion {IMPD)) and ranged from 13 children for North Dakota to 3,027
chiidren for Mississippi. According to the 1980 funding guidance
instructions, the projected marginal reductions in enrollment
levels providé the option of serving fewer children to maintailn an
acceptable le¢el of program quality and services 1n the presence
of rapidly rising operating costs. -

Enrollment reductions in fiscal year 1979 and the continued
nationwide enrollment reductions in fiscal year 1980 diminishes the
increased enrcollment intended by the major expangion of Head Start
by the Congress in 1978. Also, the 2-year trend of enrollment re-
ductions negates the congressional 1lntent for Head Start to serve
much more than the approximately 20 percerm® of eligible children .
gserved before the major program expansxoﬁ‘Sf 1978.

LARGE UNMET NEED REMAINS

Although Head Start funding has increased significantly since

. fiscal year 1977, a large unmet need remains for about B0 percent
- * P

1/0n May 29, 1981, the Acting Commrssioner Of ACYF told us the
actual enrollment reductions were conslderably less than the
estlmated flgure, .

‘
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of the children eligible for Head Start (seetunx II). This 1s
a®out the same level of unmet need that existed before the ma Jor
program expansion 1in 1978, The unmet need varles among the States
éndggas general’ly remaifed large 1n all States except Ml‘?iSSlppl-

According to information provided by HHS 1in 1977 during hear-
1ngs before a Subcommrttee of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions regarding the 1978 appropriatxon, Head Start was Serving
about 350,000 children (19.4 percent) he approximate 1.8 mil-
&10n ehildren eligible for the program?izﬁﬁ\gﬁiWOuld cost about -
$2.4 billion to $2.5 billion to providesthe f3%1 range of com-
prghensive Head Start services tb the remaining 1,450,000 children.

In hearings on April é, 1978, before the same Subcommlttee‘on
the fiscal year 1979 appropriation, an ACYF official stated that
in fiscal yea*l978 about 19.6 percent of the eligible low-1ncome
children were bs;ng served, and that the 23 States receiving funds
for the program¥s expansion h significant unserved Head Start
eligible populations which averaged aboug§ 85 percent of the eilgible
children. This official also expressed the view that the.principal
difficulty with the then current approach of the funding. formula
was that 1t 31d not enagble program expansion to occur in all States,
since there was a considerable unmet need 1n all States. During
the discussion at theggApril 3, 1979, hearings before the same
Subcommittee on the fiscal year 1980 appropriation, the former A
Assistant Secretary for OHDS stated that based on

--an enrollment of 352,000 low~1ncome chlidren in full-year,
summer, and parent and chi1ld center projects in fiscal year
1978. a minimum of 18.9 percent of the eligible low-1ncome

chilqdren were served and 4 v

--a fiscal year 1980 funding of $700 millfon, 362,700 low-
« 1ncome children would be served or 19.5 percent of the
1.9 million eligible low-jncome children.

AtQ!’ March 13, 1980, Subcommittee hearings on the fiscal {year
1981 appyopriation, the Deputy Assilstant Secretary ©f OHDS testi-
fied that’Head Start was serving about 20 percent of the children
eligible t9 receive Head Starf services.

The following table shows 1n ranklngjﬁkder the 10 States that
receirved the largest allotments for fiscal year 1977 (before the .
Tajor enrcllment expansion of fiscal year 1978), the States' Ye- e
spective number of poverty children eligible for Head Start {(based
on £970 Bureau of the Census data, updated in 1975), the percent
of elingle‘chlldren served and the yfimet need for fiscal years
1977 and 1980 (estimated), and the ranking order of thesé juris-
dittions based on the size of thelr allotments for fidcal year
1980%

L
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Jurisdiction .
(in fiscal =~  Universe of Fiscal year 1977 Fiscal year 1980 Rarnking order
year 1977 poverty Percent Unmet Percent* Unmet fiscal
ranking order) children served need served need yvear 1980
{percent) {percent)
o+ . l. Mississippi 37,320 280 pics 67 33 3 ”
2P Califorma 178,640 8 92 14 86 1
3. New York 119,100 10 %0 . 14 86 2
. 4. Texas 131,450 12 83 14 86 6
5. Illinoas 98,640 12 83 19 81 4
¥ 6. Pyertc Rico 144,810 ? 93 9 91 9
g 7. Chuo * 84,940 13 . 87 21 79 7
8.2Flor1da *70,100 .15 85 14 86 11
9. Pennsylvania 74,910 16 90 18 82 5
10. North
Carolina 5G,910 19 81 17 83 14

- The® table shows the graduwal Trealignment of unmet need among the
10 States that received the largest fund allotments in fiscal ayear
1977. The unmet need in fiscal year 1980 (estimated) ranged from
8l to 91 percent for eight of the States, which is above the
80-percent national average. Generally, the smaller unmet needs

. . are 1n the rural States like Mississippl, Alaska, Colorado, and

Tennessee.
»

A February 1980 report from the House Surveys and Investiga- '
tion Staff to the House Committee on Appropriations included a
finding that there are some significant inequities i1n the distri-
bution of Head Start funds among States even after the fiscal year
1978 expansion. THis report also referred to the wide variations
amotig States in the proportion of eligible children served by Head
Start, and 1t recommended that the Congress consider distributing
formyla funds to States based orf “.unmet ?Eeds." 1/

&

- CONCLUSIONS ‘

L J

Since fiscal year 1977, Head Start funds have been redistrib-
uted among States 1h acgordance with congressional intent by ing .
the distribution formula mandated by the 1978 legislation/ QEEL
ever, the 1ncreased Head Start enrollments envisioned by the n
gress and provided for by the 1978 amendments have not been

1/Report to the House Committee on Appropriations by the Surveys
and Investigaticons Staff of the Departments of Labor:; Health, ‘
Education, and Welfare; and related agenclies, the House Appropri- ‘
ations Committee, Head Start Program Funding and Administration, |
f;?ruary 1980, pages 6 and 7.
|
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sustained. Enrcllment increases in 1978 an? 1979 1in sore States
have pbeen offset by enrollment reductions 1in fiscal ye€ars 1972 ani
1980 1n other States. Thus, the large unmet needs of about 30 ner-s
cent of eliglble children who are not being served by Heai Stars
nhas rerained virtually unchanged since fiscal year 1977,

Jperating cost i1ncreas€s provided tn States have varied., Ls-
1ng the statutcry formula, as revised, has resulted 1n socme grantees
not receiving sufficient operating <¢ost increases %o main%tain “heir
enrallrent levels ani progra~ guality 1n the presence of steaiily
rising <costs. Als?, the formuala preventel some States frcm pak~.
ticlpating 1n the major expansion of 1978, permitted only limited
enrcllmenteapansion 1n 1979, and provided no funds for erpansior
1n 1980.‘3

RECOMMENDATIONS TOD THE CONGRESS

we recomrend that “he Iongress consider ~oiifying the fuanding’
disstribdtion for-.lia %o assure that siffilclent operating ¢2s8% 1-=

lreases are provide? to all S-ates so tha® grantees Car ~aine=aln

their enrcllrent and servie levels fefore any funds are provided
for expansion 2f enrollrents., We also recom~end that the Congress -
consi1fler placing a moratorium on further erspansion of Head S+wart.
until sufficient funding is.avalilakle to expand enrcllment and to
provide adequate cost-of-1:1ving 1ncreases to all States.

—




CHAPTER 4

v

PROGRAMQUALITY JHREATENED BY TREND
4 \ f

L////AMONG GRANTEES TO REBUCE SERVICES TO CHILDREN

The unique walue of Head Start nas been the comprehensive
services provided to eligible children and their families. Current
Head Start legislation mandates that programs and projects be
operated 1n accordance with Head Start performance standards to
insure that the gquality of the program be continued. However,
program guality 1s being threatened by a trend developing among
many Head Start grantees to reduce.comprehensive services to chil-
dren and families because Of escalating operating costs and insuf-
ficient, funding. The level of funding varies greatly among grantees:
however', ACYF does not have data to show why variations ocCcur 1n
certain key funding factors, such as average Federal cost per chili.
Some grantees might need an increased level of funding to preclude ,
reduction of services, while other grantees might be able to sustaln
their level of services without additional funds. ACYF should begin
to gather and analyze datﬁ;gp’grantees' operations, service reduc-
tions, and average cost per child to serve as a basis for determin-
1ing whether grantees' level of funding 1s adequate to ensure the
delivery of quality services or to.provide ditional funding to,
grantees who have *a demonstrat%a need. % :

THE CONGRESS SUPPORTS!THE USE s )
OF PERFORMANGE STANDARDS TO- |
ACHIEVE HIGH¥QUALITY PROGRAMS
[ - oy -

ngh quality Head Start ‘programs can be achieved through
grantees’ compliance with theggrogram performance standards.
Performance standards published by Head Start establish the Xinds .
of functions, activities, and facilities, required to meet the ob- ’
jectives and goals of the program. The standards provide guldance
for educaticnal serv1cé§ health services, including medical, den-
tal, mental health. and nutrltion; social services: and parent 1n-
volvement. The standards inc¢lude requirements for education plans,
medical and dental examlnatiojs, and social services and parent
involvement plans %hd agtivities. .

~
T

The Congress has recbgnized that the Head Start performance
standards have contributed to high quality programs as expressed 1n
the legislative history for the’Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1978. 1In Confererfce Report No. 95-1766, dated October 11, 1978,
the committee Of coftference stated:

"+ + * The conferees wish to note that Head Start per-

formance standards have contributed ta making Head

Start. a unique p ram providing guality child devel-

opment services to Young children and theiiffamllles.
n . A Y

Ay
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tiead Start should be' governed by nationally applicaktle

) quality standards uniquely designed for the special
needs of local Head Start grantees and not by rules
applicable teo other programs. Any changes 1n standards
governing Head Stafrt shall maintain these characteris-
tics 1n order to insure that the unique national high
quality nature of the Head Start program be continued."

The EconomlC Cpportunity Amendments of 1978 required that:

“* * * Tne Secretary [of HHS) shall operate the pro-
grams and prdjects covered by this parf, 1n accordance
with Head Start performance standards. Any revisions
1n such standards shall result 1n standards which are
no less comprehensive than those 1n effect on the date
of the enactment of the Economic Opportunity Amendments
. of 1978. The extent to which such _standards have heen
met shall be considered 1n dec1d1n§.whether tO renew
or supplement financilal asslstance authorized under
this part.” )

“gintaining the high quality of local Head Start progrars 1s
considered to,be of utmost importance by HHS. In April 1979
testimony before the House Committee on Appropriations' Subcom
mittee on Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare, the Assistant
Secretary for OHDS said that:

"We are aware of the financial problems which many
grantees face due to the steafiily rising costs of
program operations. 2ur projections of slight 1in-
creases 1in enrollment 1n fiscal year 1979 and 1980,
represent a national goal, and-we reccgnize that in
some projects, even after taking cost-saving measures, ﬂ
1t may not be possible to achleve an expansicn or to
malintaln current enrollment levels. In no instance
would projects be allowed to reduce the quality of the
services they provide below the high levels required
Ly Head Start Performance Standards. Maintainlng pro—
gram gquality would take precedepce over achieving
expansion targets or maintaining enrollment levels.”

TREND DEVELOPING AMONG HEAD 6TART GRANTEES
TO REDUCE SERVICES TO CHILDREN

B
Data gathered during the late 1970s strongly indicate a trend
developing among Head Start grantees to reduce comprehensive pro-
gram services to children and their families. Services are being
reduced 1n various ways, such as:

--Twelve-month programs are moving toward 8-ronth programs.




= . -8
--Fuil-day programs are being changel to part-day progrars.,

--Part-day programs are begoming spllit session programs.
--Changes are being made in program options with adoptions of
v varilations 1n models 1n which services a provided Head
- ~=Start Centers (e.g., cutting service frﬁﬁﬁs to 3 days), or
the adoption of less costly home-based models 1n which Head
Start personnel provide services to children and their fami-
lies 1n thelr homes. 4&
\
--Reducing the employment period of employees {(e.g., S52-week
employees are becoming 40-week emnployees, hours ger day are
A being cut from 8 to 6, and hours per week from 40 to 24).

& June .21, 1977, nemorandum from the Darector of OCD, 1n
Region VIII to the Central Nffice of 2CD, contained recommenda%tizns
which expressed the followlng ¢oncerns about prograr quallg? and
program reductions 1n Reglion VIII,

’
"+ * * Upgrading Quality of Existing Progra~s: There
are many factors here which are d1fficult to quantify:
rising fuel and transportation ¢osts, rising personnel
costs which barely stay abresst of minimun wage and
poverty indices, fringe benefits, reduced staff time
and reduced program operating time due to buidget con-
straints, lngreasing utilities costs. * * * Increas-
1ing demands for professional guality services only .
compound tWe problems of minimal salary schedules: cost
estimates to provide equitability 1n staff salaraies
range up to $4 million. Without some major relief 1n
this area, retention of trained and/or qualified staff
1s becoming critically difficult. Also wlithout eco-
nomic relief, some programs, example Denver, may have
to reduce the number of children being served 1in order
to meet budget demands. Additionally, the current and
{anticipated) increased emphasls on parent lnvolvement/
family development will cause additicnal funding . re-
guirements. Additional funds are needed for bullhtng/
s renovation of existing and needed centers.”

Region VIII's continued concern that rising costs were seri-
ously affecting the program was 1ndicated 1n the Reglonal Program
Director's March 16, 1979, memorandum to the Commissioner of ACYF,
whilich stated 1n part that:

"Recently, the escalation of utilitlies costs, and espe-
cilally transportation costs,“have been felt by all pro-
grams. Many of our programs are operating on extremely
low cost-per-ch»ld funding levels, and we are being
compelled to reduce staff time to an unreasonable
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s level, accept reduced qualifications in new hires,

f and Jenerally diminish the quality of their program
1n order to meet®the unavoidable increases i1n minimum
wage, gasoline and heating fuel costs, and electric
service costs,

L4

"In addition to these, several of our proarams have
transportation equipment, without which they cannot
serve thelir target population, which 1s worn out and
must either be replaced (at a S50 percent cost 1ncrease)
or undergo frequent, lengthy, and costly major repair.
My recent visit to Billings, Montana ver:i:fied the fact
that no transportation for children had been avallable

r since December 1978, as a result of the grantee having
insufficient funds tO repalr vehicles., This type of
*/’ situatilon exists 1n other programs and 1s occurring

mOre frequently throughout the Regidh.”

“n March 22, 1979, the Acting Reglonal Program Uirectar of
ACYY 1n Reqion VIII w~rote to the Associate Director »f *he “a%ional
Hleal Start Bureau that, in order for the grantees toO make up the
tngrease 1n the Consumer Price Index between 1975 and 1979 an?
the small increases awarded in the grants, they have had to do the
following: - '

"l. Most progrars have eilther reduced the number

of hours worked per day or the number of days per year

©r have had to go i1nto double sessions where one teacher

handles two groups of children in order to meet per-

formance standards within the resources provided.

“"2. Many grantees were receiving facilities as
part of the in=kind contrihution. Most of these pro-
grams now are being charged for space to alleviate
increases 1nh utilitlies and upkeep.

!

"3, The salaries of the staff in the programs
analyzed are extremel¥ low and are way below comparalble
salaries of similar employment opportunity in the com-
munity.”

¥
Region VII survey results disclose
service reductions by grantees

In April 1979, a self-initiated survey was conducted by the
HHS regional office 1n Kansas City, ™Missouri (Region VII), to
Betermine where the greatest need for additional funding existed
1n Head Start programs. Survey information was rgquested, on a
votluntary basis, from the 86 tlead Start grantees qﬂd Jelegate
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agencies 1n Region VII .(lowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska). 1In
fiscal year 1979, Region VII was funded at $23.6 millicn for an
enrcllment level of 15,255 children, which was about 22.5 percent
of the total numper of children in poverty (67,800 children). ]
Seventy percent of the grantees voluntarily .responded in whole
or in part to the survey. The survey showed that grantees have
limited services and substantially shortened the length of their
programs due to inadeguate funding supplerents during the past
2 years to cover high inflation. According to a regional official,
the survey shows the effects of inflation over the past 2 years
only ani that the Jarages of 1nflation over the preceding 5> years
are undoubtedly greater than those shown in the survey. The survey
docurenteld at a l5.4-percent supplement to exlsting Head Start
programs 1n rRegion VI1 was necessary 1f these programs were to con-
tinJde at thelr current operating level and continue to meet the
legislatively mandated performance standards. The survey dis-
zlosed that the 1mpact of 1nfldtion on Head Start progdra~s had oeen
greatest 1in the areas of staff salaries, fringe benefits, ani trans-
portation of chilixen, which represented acout 60 percent 2f neeidedl
supplerental fuanis,

The survey requestel a descriptinn of any changes 1in progra=
options and/or length of projram,classroom day. which the grad<cee
had iniltiated since September 1, 1977, on account of inflation ani
increased projram costs. The following “able shows the results of
an analysissnade oy the Kansas City Regional Tffice of 52 responses
fror grantees received as o{ June 2G, 1979,

i

.

'Program Changes Made by Grantees’'Because
of Inflation Since September,l, 1977
R “ 4
Grantees reporting
that program
change had occurred

Change in program Number Percent
Reduced weeks of classroom operation/year 12 23.1
Reduced days of classroom operation/week 12 23.1
Reduced hours of classroom operation/day 5 9.6
Reduced number of centers (consolidation) {"8 15.4
Reduced number of children served 1 1.9
Converted to home-based optieh 3. 5.8
Reduced number of paid weeks/year for staff 5 9.6
Reduced number of paid days/week, for staff 5 9.6
Reduced number of paid hours/day for staff 1l 21.2
Reduced number of paid positions 14 26.9
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The survey also reguested planned prodgram changes. in the event
there would not be any fiscal year 1979 supplemental funding. 1/
The summary of responses from the 52 grantees 1s presented in the
following table,

4

iy
L4

Program Changes That Will Have To Be Made
If There Is No Fiscal Year 1979 Supplemental Funding

Grantees reporting
that changes
wounld have to occur

Change in program Number Percent
will reduce weeks Of classroom operation/year 12 23.1
Will reduce Jdays of classroom operation/week 8 15.4
wrll reduce nours of classroom operation/day 10 19.2
will reduce numoer of centers (consolidation) 8 15.4
will reduce nuroer 5f children served 4 7.7
Will convert to hore-~based option 6 11.5
will reduce number °f pa:rd weeks/’/year for staff 4 7.7
will reduce number of paid days/week for staff "5 2.6
W1ll reduce number of paid hours/day for staff . 10 19.2
Will reduce nuamber 2f paid positicns 8 15.4

The following 1s an example of a grantee's response “describing
1ts pragrar changes and concerns i?gut fundlng..

"The centers have changed fror a 5~day prograr for
children to a 4-day and in one case a 3-day program.
Staff's length of erploymernt .each year (no. of weeks)
nhas been cut back both at the*center level and ceptral
office staff, level. One center that had 2 clasd@g pre-
viously was changed to 1 largé class with 1 teacher,
2 pai1d aides and many volunteers."

* * * *® *
r .

"Wetare not interested in receiving expansion funds :if
;ggre cannot first be funds appropriated to serve our
présent program adequately. Why serve more childreh
when you cannot adequately serve those yol have due to
limited finances.”

Other indications of service
reductions by grantees

El

On March 22, 1979, the Subcommittee on Human Resources of the
liouse Committee on Education and Labor held oversight hearingsaon

*

1/Subsequently, the Congress appropriated supplemental funding for
fiscal year 1979,
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the head Start program. Representatlives from rural, urban, and
mijrant deadl Start prograns from six States and washinaton, D.C.,
testified that thelr progrars were facing extremely serious fin3ing
proolers, as a result of the intxeasinily "igh cost of transporta-
tion, inflation, increases in the minlrun wage, etc., and were being
forced to reduce programs anid services in 2rder toO operate wWithin
avatilakble fun-dis. 150, letters were surmitted %o the Siccomrittee
from 'leal Start project repreésentatives i1n Several other States
expressing simllar concerns over hiah 1aflatinn, lirited funiing,
and service cutbacks. | ~

saring fiscal year 1980, rnead Start headgiarters realested
special cost 1nformation fro=m a sanple of 20 grantees. As of
Feoruary 29, 1980, responses from 14 crantees {located 1n 10U $-a%es
1o Regions I, I1I, V, ard V1) firther sibstantiatel trat so-e gSra--
tees were reducing program services o children ktecause of ai13h .n-
flation and fuinding limits. Thls w~as the only effort bty +Heal Sear«
heaig.arters =2 gather 1nfsrra+1an £ro~ srartees 1-1:17a%ing %~ 2
extent Sf service reluicsinn o enrclle?® cri.lre-.,

SERVICE RESUSTITNS T IREATEN :
PROSRAM QULALITY

Tne unigue valie 2f +4¢ad Start has reen the co-prenensive
. services provided to eligirle children and their fa~i1lies. .ow-
ever, the redlictions 1n ser7ices providel lessen the 1vpact »f
iead Start in the areas of educat:ion, health (inzlujing —ediczal,
jental, mental health, and nutrinion), parent 1nvalsemeht, and
sncial services. Service reductions alss increase the di1fficulty
2f iead Start prolects atte~pting 9 corply with all of <he 162
progzra~ perfor—ance standards. The 5-year forwsard plan for fiscal
years 1977-81, prepared ry ofD 1n September 1976, stated tha% =any
veal Start prburans were not 1n compllance wrfﬁ‘gﬁé or mOore areas,
and wnat particular prorlems appeared ta Le:

4

--Leveloping written plans in all ¢omponent areas.

- »

--Systeratic ata Tollections anAd recordkéeplng.
~-Indi1vidualizing services. .

==-Parent r1nvolvement and education.
-=Proviiding mental health services.

==Nutrition edutation,
The 5S-year forwarl plan also referred to the need for additinnal
financial resources for some local Head Start programs to,comply
with some performance standaris.,
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We analyzed the 162 program performance standaris to 1dentify
the standards that coi1ld require grantees to use funds to correct
a noncompliance condition. We estimated that insufficient funding
could 1impact on Head Start grantees' ability to comply with at
least 50 percent of the standards (81 of 162 standards). In the
important education and health componentse.. 1nadeguate financial
resources has the mOst severe impact. We estimated that up to
two-thirds of all out-of-compliance conditions 1n these components
could be attributable to lack of adequate funding.

In May 19794 an Atianta Regionnl Office representative told
us that grantees 1n that region required additional funding of at
least $6,85C, 000 tg/Zchleve mininum compliance with progranm per-
formance standar-is It was pointed out that this arncunt would not
cover current cost-of=-living increments, allow enrcllment 1ncreases,
or permit program personnel to be compensated at rates comparable
wlth prevailing local wage levels. It would be used for minimum
health and safety needs only.

A ﬁaj 1279 Financial “anage—ent Analysis Report prepare? by
an nii$ contractor, stated that most Head Start directors are man-
agers with limited options who operate on the basis of determining
how quality will be sacrifa to serve a fixed numper of <nililren
for a fixed sum of money. Furthermore, the contractor's report
stated that the real 1ssue 1in Head Start budgeting 1s not a ques-
tion of allocating funds to achieve program ©ObJectives, rather 1t
1s an issue of modifying Objectives :.to balance available funds,
and that the only recourse a directqr has 1n this situation 1§ to
cut the level of services the program is able to provide. The COn-
tractor determined that quality of service was measured 1n terms
»f a program with content consistent with performance standards,
provided 1n a type of program meeting community needse for a given
namper »f hours per day, for a giv nunber of days per w~eek, and
for a 3lven nuwiber © week® 1n a yeat. The contractor defined -
quality as being reduced whenever one or more of these meas;;ps’fg‘
reduced in amount ©Or a program 1s changed 1in a way to circurivent
stated community needs. The contractor observed, in the Heal Start
programs 1t visited, that quality of service was being steadlly
eroded to satisfy budget constraints. '

while service reductions appear toO be widespread, and in-
creaseqd funding levels appear to be the most Obvious solutipn, not
all grantees are finding 1t necessary tO reduce services, Ffor
example, 23 percent of the grantees 1in the Kansas City Reglon re-
sponding tO the survey reported reduced weeks of classroom Opera-
tions over the 1977-78 period, but 77 percent did not. This 1indi-
cates that some grantees may need an 1ncreased level nf funding to
preclude the reduction of services whlle Qther grantees may not
need i1ncreased funding to maintain their level of* services.




ACYF SHOULD GATHER AND ANALYZE
GRANTEES' COSTS OF SERVICES

Annual allocations of Head Start funds to each State are
determined by the funding formula (see pp. 22 and 23}.° Alloca-
tilons of funds to grantees within each State are determinesd by HHS
regional offices with general guidance fror the ACYF headquarters.
ACYF funding guidance permits regiconal 2ffices to increase the
average per ch:ld allocation to individual grantees, where neces-
sary, by reducing the number of children to be enrolled 1n the
project. F[or efanple, 1f more Federal funds are not available for
a grantee whi¢h contends 1t cannot contlnue operating at i1ts pre-
sent service level without more funds, the HHS regional office may
then authorize the grantee to reduce 1ts enrcllment, thus increas-
ing itsfaverage cost per child. ACYF uses average Federal cost per
chi1ld as one ktasis for assessing the perforrance of 1ts grantees
and when making 1ts project funding decisions. We bel}eve, nowever,
that average Federal cost per ¢hild, as 1t 1s presently calculated,
1s mwisleaZzing begcause:

--Fror grantee tc grantee there are wilde variations 1in operat-
1ng costs 1ncurred because of differences i1n prevailaing
teachers' salaries and transportation costs, varliances in
efficlency of program management, and variances 1n avallable
reBourses.

--Federal costs cover only a portion of grantees' total costs
and the non-Federal portion may vary widely from grantee to
grantee. Grantees are required to document non-Federal
sources of funds only up to 20 percent of their .Head Start
grant, but 1n practice, many grantees receive mere than this
portion from local community support., and the total 1s not
reported to ACYF. Other grantees may not have utilized
community resources tCc the maximum .extent possible,

--The average Federal cost per child 1s not necessarily re-
lated to the amount and level of services rendered. For
example, a full-year, part-day program may operate for as
little as 480 hours or as much as 1,440 hours per year.
Thus, 1n this example, the cost per child may be equal, but
the cost per ¢hild/per hour of contact may vary by a %&ctor
of as mugh as 3 to 1. )

Federal costs alone vary wildely countrywide., In 1979, ACYF
reported that the lowest annual average Federal cost per child was
in New Mexico {($1,056) while the highest was 1n the District of
Columbia (§$2,755). The variation between these two extremes 1s
2.6 to 1. Although this variation 1n average cost 1s wide, 1t
does not necessarily indicate that the low average cost grantee 1s

. Operating an 1lnadequate Head Start project or that, because of low

Federal funding, program services willl need to be reduced. For




example, one 2f the progra~s we visited in *“ississippl had a 1979
average Federal cost per cnild of $1,028, and 1%t was regarded as
a very effective program by a regional »fficial. A program we
visited in Montana had a 1272 Federal average cost per child »of
$1, 248, and 1t was considered to be an excellent program by a re-
gional official. Both of these programs were operating well below
the ACYFT reported national Federal average cost of §1,721 per chili,
ACYF officials recognize that the present average cost per
child figures for nead Start have little value. Accordihg *o
one headquarters official, "* * * the present cost per child
statistic really ddeds not tell ACYF anything.” He said that there
are many variables affecting the cost computations. The forrer
commissicner of ACYF authorized a region-ty-region study to deter-
mine the reasons for the variances between the highest and lowest
cost-per-chlld progrars 1n 1278, cut she t21% us that this study
revealed no pattern of any kind. The Associate Com™issioner toli
Jds 1n Septemkter 1279 that no one really understands all the sari-
ables involved,

we recognize tra%t nurerous varlahles nmust be understoord tefore
the computed average cost per chili 1s understood. we believe that
~he .iHS regional offices needi a Letter understanding of average
cost per c¢hild and per child contadt hour for the grantees under
their supervision, 1f they are to make the m0st equitanle alloca-
tions of Federal funds <o grantees,

8 . .

The rost .mpcrtant of all the cost variables, 1in our opin:ion,
are project salaries and fringe benefits which ccnstitute about
80 nercent of all head S-art costs. Salary costs, in turn, vary
hecause of dkfferlng rates of compensation and hecause of_the
ratio of staff to children enrolled. Both rates of cormpensation
and child/staff ratios vary widely across Head Start projects, and
~e relieve that ACYF should concentrate first on these factors in
its efforts to understand the varlations 1in average <0Ost per chilAd
and per child contact hour. ~Sther factors that should be con-
sidered by ACYF when analyzing the variations in average cost per
child are whether

Ve
==-the program 1s efficiently administered, '
-—COmmunlty resources are utllized to the maximum extent /S\
possible, and 3
. -=--sufficlient resourceg are available to maintain program
quality.
CONCLUSIONS

rd

Both the Congress and the administration have emphasized the
mmportance of maintaining high quality in local Head Start pro-
grams; however, program quality 1s being threatened by a trenj/

40 . -
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amnong many grantees to reduce services to children and farilies
vecadse of escalating operating costs ani 1asufficient fundinzg.
althoujgh these service reductions appear to be wldespread throujh-
out the program, not all grantees are finiing 1t necessary to re-
duce prograr services, indicating hat some Jrantees Tay not need
in¢reased Jevels of fun3ding while others 2c 1f service reductiows
are tc be avolrded,

L]

Bl thoujh ACYE regional cffices ise the Federal average cCos*
per child as one kasis 1in Zeterminin3 the a~ount of Federal €fand-
113 Lo be allocated ¢o grantees ~1thin the States, as i1t 1s pre-
sently calculated, average <ost per <¢hild should not be dsed 1in
the funding decision process. This figure L1s affected by —any
varlatles, project to prolect, there are wlde variances 1n =he
average ¢5s% per child a—ong grantees, and tre reasons f£or these
variances are not X1own by ACYF. 1% 1s 1mportant for ACYF t£2 know
the reasons for the wide variations 1~ the average ¢os*t per chuili
1n allocating Federal funis to gran<ees.

RECOMMENDATIONS TL T-Z
SECRETARY DF 48

i

We recompé%d +hat the Secretary direct vﬁe Commissioner 2f
ACYF to ga<ner ani analyze data on the averaje <ost per chili ani
average cost per child per <ontact hour i1n order t5 assist ACYF
regional offices to make the most eguitable distribution of Fed-
eral funds to grantees within their regions. Also, we recommnend
that the Secretary.ll) direct the Commissisner of ACYF to initiate
an effort to gather 1nformation frorm grantees 2n reductisns 1n
ttead Start services to children and their families %0 ascertaln
the estent of service reductions nationwilde and (2) inform the
appropria<e authorizing and appropriating committees of the extent
of service reductions 1n the Head Start prograr.
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g ~ HEAD START NEEDS® T@ COMPLETE ITS ¥
, :
' . MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEN %.

’ L]

As Head Start has evolved from ;:\%xperlmental demonstration
pro m tQ an ongolng service program, 1t has taken some actions
Low establishing a management control system. However, the °
. /ﬁh~§§ztem 15 not yet adequake to serve the needs of a service program

t

[»-2Y

si1ze of Head Start. The partially completed system of marizWe- .

ment control should be completed and strengthened to provide better
% assurance tﬂh& the objectives of such a system are met, Improve=-
‘ments,xre necded 'n planning, the management information system,
,program monltor}ng,*adﬁ Federal staffing and administrative
., support. - ’

- .
.
. -

: OBJECTIVE .AND ELEMENTS QF A il
AglMANAdLMENT CONTROL SYSTEM

v

*The general objective of an agenty’'s management control systerm
1s rovide positive assistance 1n carrying out all duties and
rgﬁéeggibxgltxes as efficiently and economically as possible, con-
'sideri1ny§ the reguirements, of applicable laws and fegulations. The

most important'elements of a system of management control are plan-
‘ning, reporting (management information system), evaluation (moni-
toryng), personnel (staffing), a¢cdunting, ordanization, policies,
and procedures. We_revgewed the first four of these elements, but
the scope of Qur work dr'd not include an evaluaticn of head Start's
organizational struGture, the 3jdequacy of all 1ts policies and
procedures; or an evaluation of 1ts a&counting system.

- -

.

Objectives of management control
- The most 1mportant specific*objectives of a satisfactory con-
trol system are to:
--P#omote efficiency and econory of operations and produ§? ®
. effective results,

Al
, —-RestriRt oblxgatxons afd costs within the limits of congres-
- 3 . sional appropriations and other authorizations.

by
—-Sagpguard assets against waste, loss, fraud, or i1mproper
use .

Al
--See that all revenues applicable to agency assets Or opera-
tan§ are properly accounted for or collected.
. o --Assure @@e accurbcy and reliability of financial, statis;
tical, and' other reports.

Fs f
- & v

.
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Some_elements of Head Start”s managerent
cdntrol system need-strengthening

) We reviewdd program planning, grantee reporting to ACYF, the

principal ACYF monitoring systems, and the levels of Federal staff-
ing and admznxstn@tlve support. ke found the need for i1mproverents
in all four of these ranagement: control elements,

b4

Planning

Planning can be regarded as the cornerstone of a management
control system. It is the first of several functions reguired for
management control over rescurces and coperations. The executlion of
program activities consistent with a comprehens.ve long-range plan
1s a recogn:ized way t2> (1) achteve efficient and effective use of
resources, (2) assure that these resources are used to support
agency missions and objectives, and {3) commit high-level manage-
ment tQ actlion., Head Start does nnt have a formal, ocverall long-
range planning process {see p. 44;.

Reporting--management 1nforration syster

An internal reporting syster or managerent informa%ion syster~
15 needed to provide ranagerent with curren* and reliacle infor—a-
tion as to what 1s going on, what progfess 1s belng made, and where
action 1s needed. 1In 1ts l6-year hilstory, Heal Start nas never de=-
veloped a system for accumulating current progranm and financial in-
formation akoyt 1ts primary operatlons, carried out by the granteeg,
1nto a comrofl ™Mata base for use‘by prograr ranagement {see p. 48).

Evaluation=-monitoring /

~, Program monitoring and evaluatgon are necessary o proviie man-

ajerent with i1nformation about program operations, methods, systems,
proceiures,%and practices. Moftoring helps to assure corpliance
with the provisions of all laws and regulations relating to agency
program operations, accounting, and the administration of funds for
which 1t 1s responsible. Head Start has several systems for moni-
toring 1ts grantees, but these systems are not working as well as
they should (see p. 53).

4 Personnel~~staffing levels - .
and_administrative support

4
-
In staffing an agency or function, management must first deter-

mine the requirements of the Job and then obtain employees who have
the nec§§sary gualifications or who can be trained to perform the
work sa¥isfactorily. In addition, management must provide adequate

fundimg for administrative support costs, such as travel, so that
the staff can efficiently carry out their responsibilities. The

|
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prograw's responsibilities, activitles, and administrative reguire-
ments have 1ncreased since the early 1970s, but staffing and fund-
ing for salaries and adminlstrative support costs have not Kept,
pace with the 1nc-ease (see p. 73).

- HEAD START SHOULD DEVELOP A LONG-
RANGE PLANNING SYSTEM

- »

- tead Start does not have a formal, overall long-range planning
system. Some long-range planning done in the past, and some
1s being done now, .but the planning iI3nct sufficiently comprehen-
slve to support management decisions as tO how resources can best
Le allocated to carry ou¥ necessary program and administrative
activities,

Previous long=-range planning
has not been continued

iiead Start's only long-range plan was developed in 1276 at the
.request of the Assistant Secretary for OHDS. This plan covered
fiscal years 1977-8l. It 1ncluded a list of problems and 1issues
confronting grantees, regional offices, and headguarters and stated
a four-part strategy to overcome these problems. Within each stra-
tegy was a list of major activities to be undertaken in each of
{flscal years 1977 and 1978, and less specific plans were d1scussed
for fiscal years 1979-81.

. - Gur analysis of the plan disclosed that 1t was incomplete 1n
certain respects, It 4did not -

--specify tasks which would need to be performed within each
strategy,

--sequence or prioritize the specific major actions stated to
1mprove program management 1n fiscal years 1977 and 1978,

--set forth expected beginning and endirg time estimates,

--asslgn action responsibility to any specific of¥ice or
individual, and

--provide cost estimates for executing elements of the plan.
Despite these shortcomings 1n the 1976 plan, 1t did 1dentify
certaln activitlies, such as 1sSulng a grants administration manual
and 1mplementing a regional review and support system, which program
management had concluded would be necessary to strengthen llead
Start. We belleve the 1976 plan could have provided a basis for
structuring more detailed action plans. According to ACYF and
Head Start officials, this was the only long-range plan ever de-
veloped for the program. In recent years, interest 1n long-range

. )
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planning has waned, and in May 1979 the Hea?d Start Assoclate Lirec-
tor refer¥ed to planning as a low priority when engaged in competi-

¢tion wlthzother pr?gram activitlies,

Current phanning 1s incomplete
and 1nconsistent

Some plans are now prepared within Head Star
--not all prograr components and other —alo
plans,

content, and
- )

—~ N

--no systemw exists fOr £ringlng all the rlans taogether.

This lack of completeness and consistency la +ead Star+ plannirag
and the lack 2f a syste~ to consnl:idate plans precl.ie %he —ost
effective allzcation of avarlazle resources oy —ea? $tart ~anagze-

ment., . “ug

our 2iscussions witn headguarters' proagra~ ~ffici1als an? staff
during our review revealed the following statis %o ¢ plans within
dead Start coverlng the prograr components and octher marer fane-
tions as »f April 198C. N

Prograr corrponent Flannins status e
7 b N
- Education Partial
Health Partial ’
Social services wone
7 Parent i1nvolvement Partial //~j:
»
Other major functions Planning status
tlandicap program Generally complete
Training and technical Partial ~
asslstance S AN
Program administration hone ’

According to agency officials sore examples of partial plans
1nclude:

--In the education component., there are plans for the pasic
educational skills project., but no plan for all parts of the
component.

i
. .

--In the health component, there are nc plans fqr the mental

health portion.

ERIC
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

--In the parent 1nvoclvement component, proklems have keen
1dentified which should provide the pasis for starting long-
range plannilng, and a speclak parent education effort was
carefully planned, but there are no overall plans for the

component . . .

«

. Currently, the most extensive planning appears to be £or train-
ing and technical assistance and for services to handicapped chil-
dren. Although neither of these are program components, they are
1mportant functlons. Provisions for tralning and technlcal assist-
ance to Head Start grantees 1s the primary method of acguainting
grantee personnel with program regulirements and the process they
may use tO meet these regulrements, .draining and technical assist-

ance funding for fiscal year 1980 was $25 million.
t

Services to children with srecial needs are alsc important.
In accordance with program regulations, at least 10 percent of the
¢hildren enrolled in read Start must ke professiconally diagnosed as
handicapped. The handicap porticon ¢f head Start was funded 1n 1980
for about $33% million. At headguarters we were %cld that in 18979,
for the first time, plans for the traininj, asslstance, and nandicap
functions were developed to cover a 3-year periof. '

The structure and content <f the plans which are available
dlffer significantly. For example, tne tralning and assistance
plan classifies actions requlired intc twe broad categories: (1)
proposed trainlng and assistance activitlies at the national and
regional,IMPD levels and (2) supportive adminlstrative and nanage-
ment ‘actions. The plan, however, lacks specyficity as to which
training and assistance actlvities take priority cover others, when
actions wlll pegin, and what the estimated costs will be,

In contrast, the plan for the handicapped cedins oy 1dentify-
ing prorlers in 17 areas (primarilly resalting fror contractor
studies and evaluations), and to some eitent, 1t provides estimates
of tine frames, expected costs, and staff time necessary to carry
cut the suggested acticns. However, no priorities are get forth,
This plan 1s the most complete of all the planning efforts in head
Start, and we noted that programwldé, the handicapped component
has more than achieved 1ts l0-percent enrcllment goals.

There 15 also no s;ste% in Head Start for bringing all the in-
dividual planning efforts together 1ngc one consolidated plan for
the program. We kelleve this 1s important because of the close
interrelationships between the program components and other major
functions. For example, program adrinlstration, trainingd, and
handicap activlities 1mpact on and are affected by all component
activities. Parents are expected to be involved in all other pro-
gram components. The health and nutritlpn components are closely
lnterrelated. These and other activity;relationships requlre'that

l’ﬂ'
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a comprehensive overall plan te developed tu enable Head Start
management to make the most appropriate allocation of 1ts resources
to the various competing priorities.

Planning 1s a iead Start reguirement

o,

The position description for the Associate Director of the
Head Start Bureau specifies that the incumbent shall Le responsx%le
for the overall management and direction of the Head Start program.
The stated dutles and responsibilities refer freguently to planning
dnd 1nclude directing the development of 'long-range plans, assess-
. ing needs, and proposing appropriate legislative and other action.
The former Assoclate Lirectcr told us he agreed with the need to
pull 211 the andividual planning efforts together into an overall
glan, but that as of March 1980, there was no one avallable with
sufficient program expertise and planning skills to Le assigned the
responsibillity for overall planning. He also noted tha® develop—
ment af a planning capacity in read Start would ke hard to justify
on the basls of cost and would be a low priority effort when cor
- peting with other activities. However, the Associate Commissioner
of ACYF for Developnmnental Services, who 1s responsikle for the
heal Start Bureau, felt strongly that nead Star+ neeis a comprehern-
sive long-range plan.

We recognrze that the developnent and execaticn cf a compre=

hensive, long-range planning syster for the program wouald reguire

- professional planning skills and, i1deally, indepth program experi-
ence. lowever, planhing 1s an essentlal feature of a management
control system. Without 1t management lacks an approprlate kasis
for deciding upon necessary courses of action and allccating re-
sources Lo carry out these agtivities in the post efficient and
effective manner.

' - Lack of linkage to salary and expense budget j
preparation frustrates planning

A primary reason for planning is to establish a basis for  # ’
estimating the resources reqguired to carry out activities which
management considers necessary t¢ fulfill program objectives. HOw-
ever, the Head Start Bureau does not prepare 1ts own salary and
expense budget. We confirmed that this budget 1s prepared by CHDS
rather than by Head Start, and 1t is based primarlly on approved
staffing levels rather than resource needs identified by the
Burktau. As a result, Head Start management regards planning as
a somewhat futile effort. One key Head Startfﬁeadquarters execu~
tive expressed his views about planning as follows: "Why do sop=
histicated long-range.planning 1f Head Start funds are not avail-
able to carry out the plan?” We understand this concgrn over
scarce resources and lack of control over preparation of the Head
Start salary and expense budget, but we bellieve that theseé condi~
tions increase the need for effective planning because a funda- i
mental objective of planning 1s to make the best possible use
of available resources.

L]

~




¢ ¥
In 1975 and 1978, the Congress reauthorized the program for
3 years. The current authorization expires in fiscal year 1981,
we believe that forward planning for -‘ead Start shoul”? not be less
than the time per10d for which the progra™ has heen authorized. .

~ o~ <
Conclusions

Heal Start does not have comprehensive long-range plannlqg‘for
all of 1ts major prggram conpanents and other major functions. The
Planning that 1s done 1s generally incomplete, amd individual plans
are not brought together into an overall planning system. Plannih3g
1s an essential Ingredient of any comprehensive managerent control
system and is needed 1f program management 1s to most effectively
and efficiently utilize available resources %o achlieve program ob-
jectives,

Recommendations to the - /Jl
Secretary of xS S
N
T™e Secretary®houl? (1} direct the Corriissionér of ACYF to He- .

velop ani 17pleren+t an 2verall planning syster for :reas Start cover-
ing all program components and major functions and (2) assure tha+
saffiziert resources are available tn operate the system,
The Secretary snould alsn require that kead Start frorwar?d
planning cover a period not less than the period of program re-
‘jﬁpthorxzatlon approved by the Ccngreis.

- o~

4

A MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM .
IS LONG OVERDUE »
-~

In 1ts lé-year history, dead Start has not developed a sys!%m
for accunulating current program and financial information about
1ts dgrantees 1nto a common data base. Several periodic reports
prepared DLy grantees and independent auditors provide useful in-
formation to Regional and national prograr management., However,
there 1s not any process for updating this information as changes
occur Qr a computerized system gvhich links all this informat:ion
together 1n a data hase for quilex access by regional and headquar-
ters management. ©One regional office has constructerd a computer-

. 1zed system which 1s serving the needs of 1ts regional management:
however, efforts by OHDS to develog;g programwide system are at
an 1mpasse.

~A

Head grtart's operatlng/énd financial :
inforjration about grantees 1s not linked
togetHer, computerized, or timely
&
Bead Start collects informaticn from 1ts arantees throutgh

reports from and responses to a guestinonnaire by the Q?Entees and
/]
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their delegate agencles or their independent auditors, which are

submltted to eltner the regional or national cffice. Fearures
of 'major recurring reports and guaestinnnalres are sunmariesd as !
follows:

!

--Type of infgrration - Prograr characteristics and cperat-
ing statlstics, status 2f compliance with prograr~ an?
admlnlstrative reguirerents, status 2f grant funds, finan-
cial statements, and status of activities pertaining to
handicapped children.

--rurposes cf reports - Lsed Ly pchrar anl Zsrants —dracers
at all levels to assess grantees' rompliance with perfor—-
ance stardarids, accourt £5r and ~opniteor the use =f arar*

funds, Ta<e progratratic and —anagerent declsicns, ar i tre-
rare the an~ual repcrt cn 'raniizapped children o =re
Tonicess. d

-
--ired.enty ¢f Trerararticr - F1S8Cal repnres Q.areer.y, oorer
reports semianr.ally r arnlally. .
k4 H
. ~-fecipiers Cf rerirts - PesiTnal PrograTt ar” Srarts —at-
azement Ufif, Tes ant t-e fealn.arters rrosra~ office.
-
f32e app. VI for 2 41st ~f>inese repsirts.anc A4€SLIAONNALIES.)

. taln of tre repcrts Tontalts sore infor-aticn useful sz
reglonal Tanagerent In carry/ing 2wt 1%ts responsibllity 4o assist
an? ronitor srantees Jitqgh trelr resions., - owever:

- A - b 2
: ==Tw2 f tne reports, the irocara~ Infor-ation Report and <he

n
Taesticonnalre on the handicapped, are sent lirect.iy to
Tealgiarters £y drantees, thus rypassing tne recicnal
f1.es whicn 2o01ld use tre 1nforraticn for assisting an
Tonitoring grantees.

-=%11 repcrts aTe generally Pistorical in nat Ae. Mogt o 1ve-
clade 1nforration covering tne resulsts of a full year,
which i1s not availatle until several months have elasped
1n the new proarar year. Also, reports cn validaticns
2f grantee self-assessments are avallarle.only once every ‘/?f
3 sears. As a result, reagional offices doc not receive
the informaticn soon enough to deal with grantees' prog-
lems 1n a tirely manner. BN

»

--when reports are receivesd in the regional offices (except
in the Atlanta Regional uffice), they are haniled manually.
Information from ther 1s accessed ranually. If any addi-

. ticnal computations or data correlations are desired, this
must be done manually. These manual operations are time
consuming, and the flow of i1nformation to manazeTent 1s
impeded. - . -
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»

Jead Start could make better use of certain informatiocn 1t
has avallable. Lntil early 1978, surrary tabulations of the out-
of-corpliance conditions found Ly regional offices during their
indepth validations of grantees were prepared Ey headquarters.
This practice was discontinued pecause, accoriing to a healdquarters
official, theéf results were not very useful. Als2, at the tire of
qgur fieldwork, findings of i1ndependent autitors of ieas Start
grantees were routinely tabulated by ORDS headguarters ani sent
to ACYF and regional offices. These tarulations are i1sed Ly the
regional offices, Lut again headguarters <fficiale saii that they
are not considered useful by ACYF headgquarters. SinCe these tapb-
dlations of out-cof-compliance conditicons and independent auditors'
findings indicate a wide variety of grantee problerns, we pelieve
they snould ce used Ly ACYF for planning corrective efforts.

ECr redional an. neaigiarters perscnner Lo raxe the Lest use
of tre avallazle infcrmaticn, a co-pater-based i1nfor-ation syste~
w111l have tc re developed.  Even tnough 1% 1s posslile Lo Jperate
Wit a noncirpaterizes (—anwal) infor~aticn systev, trere are siz-
rificant advantages o & well-Zesi3ned corputerized syste” (pro-
+3ding tha+ input %% %ne systev is reliacle), incluitirg faster a4
retter 11for~azior, rore effective .se of s<aff an: facilities,
and LTnproved LeTisiTniEsing.

Bas1CaLly, 4 Corpaterized-Tanage~ent 1nforration syster caps
Tures TAata 4% Close %o the source as possitle, enters it 17%0 tre
corplter syster, ant per~1lts tre syste~ ¢35 utilize covon files
(a4 @ava Dan< 2r 4ata case) to produte 2:fferent ~utpuits needex oy
~anage~ent. A single plece <f infor-atizn 1s entered inte the
syster only once and £ro~ then on 1t 1s aJ/aillable to serse all .ser
regulrerents. A computerlizedl inforraticon syster «1th a Corrsn tata
base fatTilitates presentiny information %o manazers, when reedel,

in a cocrdinaten rather than a seg~ented fashion.
- ¥

one regional ~ffice nas a orovutype

inforration syster

"he ~ClYF At lanta Regional .ffice ras ar 1nforma%ion sys%ée~ 1in
Jperatich ~1th « corron d#ta base. [t was designed anl 17plementerd
Ly regional tead Start perscnnel «1lth nelp fror the o rezicnal
rlata management center.

The ~rpjective ~f “hils syste~ i35 to proviie leag Start ~anaze-
Tent and rejional -¢orTuhilty representatives wihtn relevant current
inforration about the status of each jrantee «~1ithin the rezion.
(ormunlty representatives, located 1n each regional office, are
the key PFederal representatives 1nterrelating »i1-h local fea: Start
programs. Their duties 1include interpreting the pregrar's natioral
anfd reglonal policies as well as monitoring and evaluating the
gquality of jrantee performance. Information which community repre-
sentatives 1n the Atlanta region obtain from the reginnal 1aforma-
tion system inc ludes grantee funling levels: funded ery >l "ent;

21
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rreaclown of appr:led caicex; narcer ¢ .elecate agencles, centers,
and =zlassrcons: filnancial auZilt status: S.:i-cf-compliance condi-
~1ons: ar ! other 1nfcrma%ion tC assist tre regloral <fflce 1r ~cona-
Loring 1%s Zrantees. Tre reclana. Drozra~ zirecttr told Ls ke gses
“his infer~atlon % 1dentify 1te~s ren.lrirc attentlon Ly tne °o7-
~unlty regresentatives anl 2o relp eval.ate =helr performancé.
A~ lanta is -eal Start's larzest regizr: 1t 1s respcnsitcle for 19
percent 2f 4.l Irartees. Tre reslonal £rograT :lrector sal srat,
wlth04t 4nis trfor~aticn gyste~, ce ol vot stay arreast of
Jratteed ln 171s rezlia.

A Lri1zae feas.re ~f tris resitral Lvforraticn spster L3 owroax
1% .%.ll128S5 Tre oI Lt represercazi.es for enterivz al. Fala
1nnt ~ne syste”.  Thelr 2atia sT.rtes LnC..te TTe rentres stTwm L7
agper 114 L. LoTLTln, renresertiatnlices are excectel T nase cltse
TonhALTT wltm e 2ad Stmart Srantees for Whlch they ame resplirs.-
L. Tre, s-L.l, nrerefore, cuJe LTe rest £rTal.enTe ZL0.t T
Aalies, 28 ricrmzeinn recel.ei fro crattess 3nT SRTl.l re e
TRST Lo Ternet wlnt LTS8 1CT.raty ars TLTRLIeTeTeSE reTi.LsSe wTEy Tar
cergfls from Lstrr tre oo vr s fycm o srp gvgteT, Aratrer les.rav.e
foq.re —-f w-1s s5,8%em™ .8 %7a%, 13 Tea LrforTat.cr atut vt Iractee
-3 =3t ere. t'r:_}f:dt “re e®ar, .% 1S ereere” ,veT 4“7& S5,851e7,
For exa“r.e, 1f a tra-%ee s.iT.ws @.1%er7e t. t-e reziival ~fiire
=rav ar Lun=f-comnliiarce condlticr vas peen LrouLdFt o 1TAT orToll-
arce, S°L3 news . Shrmasicn car re entere. %o inaie “re ;raf:%e’s
reccris Tr LS, sre AT lanta SysteT Lro Lles rezlonal Tanaterert wier
~ne TSN LLrrert l"f’;‘.’"&‘.l"f‘ AVALIEL.e ALT ut ’II"';‘.E’E'S witn.® tre
reglior.
enn SLart ~arnazevent agrees
trar a matagevgmt 1rforranicn
systeT 1s reedei .
’ ne 2157.55e% “he neex for 2 -read Stare —anageert inficrTatinn
S/S"e™ witn ALYF an1: eat Stars —arage~ent ant s+a3ff 17 healouar-
~ers anl1n five regional offices. They agzreed tnat <here wJas a
neet for tre syster. A headguiarters offizial told us trat ostr-er
recions w~ere alsc interested., The rieel for a syste~ has reen d1s-
cissed oy ni3h-level deparegient cfficirals for at least 4 years.

In March 1276, the 'HS Assistant Secretary Ior CJHDS, c2uring Pouse
appropriasions hearings, reguested funding for ranageren®t inforra-
*19orn sys+ters. In arch 1278 tefore <he sarme sukcormrittee, the
Assistan+t $ecretary sald that there 1s sore opposi=zion %0 hasinzg

a centralizedvlnforrasion systern cecause 1% nives some pecple extra
power 1f “hey have inforration: however, T

"1, for crne, relleve tha*, 1f we do’not have the
infourration, ~entralized 1nformation systemn, with
capacity to collect data which at least has some
conjragence, anl 1€ we 40 nor tevelop koth the soft-
ware ant tne nardware, that we can nn% he responsive

-~ -



to the Congress, tQ constiltuents or to States., The

fact of the matter 1s that we have not been. * * *"
Curtrent effcrts to develop ) jg
a systém are bogged down

Al though responsigllity for designing a Head Start informa- .
tion system has RQeen assigned, efforts to accomplish this are
at an impasse. In the 1978 reorganization of OHEDS, a new Cffice
of Prograia Systems Development was established within the Jffice
of Planning Research and Evaluation. 1/ .

. -

The Systems Deve}o%ment Cffice has responslibility for plan-
ning, speclfying, developing, and delivering automated and non-
automated systems for management and administration. In January
1979, the Zffice of P) Research and Evaluation and the Cffice
»f Administration ?Hﬁ ¥an ment sent the Assistant Secretary a
feasibility study for convertuing OHDS data processing and word-
processing actiditiles to mlnl-canputer equalprent. A plan was then
estatlished £0r using the proposed new computer Cagpatility 1o de-
velop and cperate a grants wmanagerent information system and other
components to serve program areas, such as kead Stari, the Adminls-
tration on Aging, and other C:DS programs.

The Leputy Director fHor Program Assistance [evelopment told
us that dHead Start was selected as the first OHDS program to Le
included 1n the new ‘managerent information sSystem because 1t
already had good data 1n 1ts various reports. In September 1979,
the Leputy Director teld us that some slippage had occurred. The
plan had called for work to kegin ¢n the Head Start component in
March 1979. In March 1980, the Deputy Director told us that there
had been no progress 1n desligning an informrmation system for Head
Start. He said no response had been received from tlead Start to
his request fol designating a Head Start focal point.

ne alsg stressed the 1mportance of obtaining the full-time
services of a senior Head Start person for at least © months and
part time thereafter to help define the Head Start system users'
informaticonal needs. This 1s a critically important task which
should be performed early in dé€signing a computer-based system.

-
.

1/0n September 29, 1980, HHS published in the Federal Register a
general reorganization ¢f OHDS and a statement of OHDS organiza-
tion functions and delegation ©of authority. This resulted in
the abolishment of the Office of Planning Research and Evaluation
and created a new Uffice of Policy Development. The new office
15 responsible for formulating OHLS policy which provides direc-
tiocn in establishing agency goals. The new office also acts as
the central point for policy planning in OHDS and manages OrbS
planning systems.

r
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The failure of Head Start tc designate a perscn for this function
nas effectively 1npeded all further work on the Head Start component
of the new system,

. b

The February 1980 functional description:for Head Start's
Program Management and Operations Livision regulres collaboration
wlth HHS headguarters offices in 1nforration systems design. The
division Adirector regquested 1n February 1880 that a rgw permanent,
full-time posit:ion for a systems analyst be authorized and noted
1n the justification that the Head Start Bureau did pot have a
nongsapervisory employee gualified to design either management or
1nformation systems. however, later that ~onth “he former Hea3l
Start BJdreau Assoclate Dlirector prepared a praoritized list of new
positions for the Commissioner of ACYF anc the list 314 not 1intlude
<he negedeld sys+ters analyst 1adicating that ne 11d not consider de-
velcping a :Hefd Start 1mformation syster to ke a~ong the chhes*
pricrities.

Zonclusisns .

TfMrgholt 1ts 1story ~ead Start has ctperatel «inholit a man-
ajeren« 1~fuiratign system. Ixformation agoat srantees, now Col-
lected 1n a variety of reports and a guestionnaire, coulil ke as-
S$e"crled with a <orron 4ata ktase and computerized to facilitate
inforrasion updating and gulck access Ly regional an” headg.arters
11ea Start manaje~ent. One reglon has already demonstrated this
by developing 1ts own computerized 1nformatinn system. +Heas S{wart
regiznal and headguarters —anagerent officlals acknowledge the
need £or a new syster, and wor< has kegun wWithin TOHDS, put syster
developrent tas kteen bBogzed down cecause Head Start has not haid
g3aal1f1ed staff nor has given a high enough priority-+o this effort
Recorrendaticn %0 the
Secretary of H-S§

’

/

we recomﬁend that the Secretary 4direct the Commissioner of
ALYF to develop ani i1mplement a management information syster for
11ead Start.

SYSTEMS FOR MONITORNIG: SRANTEES
JEED IMPROVEMENT

S

ACYF has three formal systems for monitoring the‘perforjgnce
of i1ts grantees. Because the formal monitoring systems are 1ot
working as well as they shoulld, they do not proviie adeguate in-
formation to determine,whether grantees are oOperating in accord-
ance wlth prescribed performance standards and Federal gradt provi-
si1ons. [n adiition, some problems found during monitoring of Head
Start grantees have axisted for long periods without corregtioh.
ACYF should take several actions to improve the gquality of its
monltoring systems and bring grantees into compliance with prograr
an?! administrative requirements.

/

¥ .~

! .
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JAlthough each of these systems contributes to Federal oversight ant

»
.

Three formal systems are used by ACYY to monitor Head Start
grantees : .

--3elf-assessment/validation system,

-=Annual audlts by independent auditors,

-=Program performance :ndicators. ) \
control, each also needs improverent as discussed in the following
sections. In addition to these forral systems, ACYF uses several

less formal —eans ©f ronitoring grantee operations.

Self-assessrent, validation syster

Thzs'syster 1S used by ACYF to deterrine the extent cf com
plxance wltn Progra= reguirements by grantees and delegate agencles.
Af+ter wWritten instrurents are corpleted bty the Jgrantees anZ de.e-
gates, they are validated py teams from ACYE or oy contractors.
while the syste™ has assisted ACYF t0 1dentify needed correctli.e
actions, +he syster needs 1mprovement 1f the raximur tenefits are
t5 De realleed. In sore pronlems found during the self-
assessment valiidation orocess‘have remalneu uncorrertead for long
periods. )

G\""q"""f"\ﬂ

Self~assessment;validatlion lnstrurents
y] [
Two written instruments are used Ly ACYF'ts evaluate zra
sompliance with prograr reguairements: .

rees’

. --Seli‘assess“ent validasion instrurent (SAVI)--used to assess
the®exsent of corpliance wlth prograr corponent perfor—ance
standards.

. --Adrinistrative self-assessment valldation instrument--used
to assess the extent °f compliance with administrative
regquirerents. .

As part of an effort tb improve grantees' performance, in .

1976 CH {now ACYE) 1ssued a document entitled "Self-Assessment

Vvalidation Instrument” to be used by d Start gragtees and dele-

gate agencies 1n conductlng an annual ‘®®ssessment of their program |

comnponents. SAVI contains questxonﬁ on each performance standgrl }

wlth accgmnpanyling guidance for assuring compliance.in the areas

of education, health (medical, dental, and mertal), nutrition,

social services, and parent involvement. There are a total of

162 performance standards for these components. .

.

To evaluate grantees' compliance with program grants manages N

ment and admlnistrative requirements, ACYF has also develnpel an p
54 A
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administrative SAVI. This instrument i1s to be used by grantees to
assess their own compliance i1n the following areas:

+

--Management system requirements.
. N ‘

--Personnel management system regqulrements.

--Personnel policies and procedures requlrements.

L]

--F1le and records system reqguirements. ’
--F1nancial —ranagement system.

--Requirements for an annual financial audit.
-+insarance requiremrents. .
=--Code of conduct regulrement.

=~Free compqiltlon reguirereny.

--Procurenent procedures reguirements.
--50nexpendaple personal property reqguirerents.
--Participant eligibility requirements. ) -
--Znrollment and attendance reguirementg.

-

The self-assessment/validation process

]

ACYF requires that every year each Head Start grantee, ‘with
involvement of all 1ts delegate agencies, carry out a self--g
assessment and submit to regional coffices, the composite SAVI based
on the findings of all delegate agencies and the grantee. Thais
should be Jone before an onslte revpiew by a representative of the
reglonaf office, ordinarily the grantee's community representative,.

»

Every 3 years, teams wlith speclalized subjJect area expertise
visit the grantees for several days to conduct indepth validation
of SAYI previously prepared by the grantges. Usually, these teams
are contractor personnel ajthough they are generally led by the
regional community representatives. '

The total cost of 1ndepth validations has not been compiled:
however? 1t appears to represent a substantial ACYF investment. .
Validation teams are usually comprised of at least four persons
including both ACYF and contractor personnel, but more than four
persons are often used when larger grantees are beling reviewed. '
Cach year about 400 validations are performed programwide. Ac-
cording to a headquarters official, payments to regional contrac-
tors alone for validation support and followup will cost about




-
- N

. L

$%.8 #1llion 10 filscal year 1980 or about 45 percent/if the $12.8 .
w11lion budgeted for training and technlcal asslstapCe CQntracts .
. for regional offices. ,r'; ) o
. .
The salts of the indepth validation provide the basis for
an ad}eehe t between the reglonal offsces an¥ grantees on actions
the dﬁantees wz%é take to brfqg rters fnto compliance.

’
4

’ (

Regions also ase the resgﬁxs to 1dentlfy training and tech-
nical assistance needed by the granteeg. Thus, the assessmehd of
grantees” compliance w~1th program performance standards and admin-
Lstrative requlrerents through the SAVI and vaiidation process 1s
the principal way n which nead Start programs are ronitored, ang
= needed corrective actions are 1dentifred, -

Program regulatAOn;hspeCLEy that, 1f a grantee or delegate

agency fails to comply with all program performance standards
within 90 days of notif:ication, or longer 1f <Circumstances warrant
estra time, ,2he responsible HHS 2fficial 1s to pegln SJSPensl1on —-
s% terminatlon proceedings or notify the grantee Of %he intent *C
weny refunding. Asccording Lo the forrer AssocCiate Lirector of the
neas Sturt Bireau, Mosg deébndlng actions are based On fiscal ris-
ranagement Dy 3rantees _rather than on noncompliafdce with perform-
ancae.starddards unless the health, safety, and welfare of the chil- .
Aren'are threatemed. :He sald .this 1s because sufficient funds are

¥ NOL §vallaple to bring grantees 1nto compliance with all prograr
standards. ’

"~

Self-assessrent, validation problenxs

. while jrantee self-assessments and rejiona. office validationg
~»f Jrantee performance nave undoubtedly i1mproved grantees' opera- '

tions, sore proslems remain which need to be addréseed by alYF. “ ’
\ Inconsistent use of SAVI .
, by _regional offices . -
L

i
i

Tne aelf—asseSSment‘Calldaqlons of grantee perfo*“ancé are not
‘made in the sare way by each ACYF regional wffice.”y Consequently,
. there 1s®0 assulance that out-of-compliance conditions repdrted
from location to location represent the same deficitency. An ACYYF
contractor reported in 1979 that some regions view the program per-
fgrmance standards as maxlmum requirements and do not apply SAVI
rig1dly while other rejions consider the standards to be mlaimum
requirements and tend to be strict in their enforcement. 1/ Thus,
Eﬁg reported nut-of-compliance conditions will not be consistent

r/Kirschner Associates, Inc., Oyantee Management Status Report,
Uepartment of iealth, kducatfon, and Welfare, August 1979,
page~ 132,

Al
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Lecause there are widely waryinrg 1nterpretations ef the
perforrance called for by the standards.

Consistency of indepth SAVI

9 rejional office and contractor personnel partlcipating 1

lidation, rnterpret program regulaticns and requirerents
Presently there 1s no assurance of %hls conslistency.

- Jrantees we visited i1in Montana, Coloraco,
Alazama tolld us of their concern akcout ir1fferent interpr
“hat they had receivel! fror different reg.cnal off
representatives, One regicnal Zirector ¢212 us that
representatives know “he tackground of AhS regulations,
certain about answering questicns from grantees. It 1s
. important for comrunity represepgitives to have a clear

ing of prograv reguJlirements cecause they participate orn

Missi1ss1ppPl,

-

level =f

validations reguires that all

n trhe va=-

anirfor—iy.

ani
etations

1Ce cormunity
some CcoTmunity

tut ‘are un-
especially
understand-
validation

’ tea=s and serve as %tea~ leaders. A headguarters cfficial ™zl3 us
Lhat tea~ learjers are expectel =0 previie expert assistance ¢5 tre
” participating contractcr personnel. . .
2ar review Cf a schedule of coniracts for *ral11 vy and
. nical assistance for fiscal year 1279 stowed ttat a =etal of 42
contractQr organizations «ere perforring lndepth validations anid
providang support in all 10 HHS regions and IMPD. An 145 contrac-

tor reported 1 1979 that a majo. variable among these contractors
was the Tethod they used to prepare participatling tear nerhers.
Several contractors used primarily the same professionals on all
valisation teams, sore contractors used only an inforration packet
and trainind raterlals for their tear rerters, and a few contrac-
tors left orientation of the teams up to the ACYF tea~ leader. ]

\
i
|
|
|
|

|

|

|

|

Because community representatives 4O not interpret prograr ‘
requirerents#consistently and because they leaz validation tears

. ~hich may be comprised of program and contractor personnel who !

lack ‘extensive knowledge of program reguirerents, thé&re 1s no as-
surance of consistency in determining cout-cof-compliance conditions ‘
whlch need correcting. -

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

-
a

. in our 92pinion this is a longstanding proktler resulting from 4
the failure &y ACYF to properly train 1ts comrunlty represenuatxvps
to Qaperstand the meaning of program requlrerents. .

. : A 4
Training of community represen®™®tives
15 esgential
4 L
. L Community representatives must be adeguately trained to carry
out theilr program monitoring responsibllities and adeguately
S \\ L3
* ) 1 . " \.’
-’E/K1rschner Assoclates, Inc., Granfee Management Status Report,
Department of Health, Education, and wWelfare, Auguﬁlﬁ=zzgf_- .
page 132, ) 'Y »
. -
» Ly LY " .
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lnterprer progral regjulations ans reddirerents. ~lthouuih snre rer-
resentatlves have attenliel training Ipw.c<ses, he

ea igaarters an:
regiornal offictals noll 4s that ACYY soed ot cffer a corprenersi.
Lrainlne Ccourse «rich wouild egulp tne representatives +tc perfor— o
a wime rane 2f Juties. Tnese dut:ies, 1n addition to ronltoring,
include rut arg w0t lirited to: . )
-cASS1sting wfantees to nrepare grant applicatior pac<ages. e

»

sistance. 4 -

--interpretin, anl uefining Federal policles 3L

——~elp:ng Jrantees to Ccouriinate their activsitlies witr ther
]
’ related pro3racs.

Lmman 2Ly Zanyg
prosrars.

- -
acloriame w2 2fficials, AIYF ras recccnizex %rtat Lralving is
necessar, an: ~3% LeZ.n o take actlor. It ToOnIucten & Lralnunc
“9e.s assess"ent 1n 1279, arus 1n January 1280, reg.este’l the T-Ll3
Jortracts Marage ent L1.1sSlon to prepare a reguest for proposal
f2r a contract o otraln all cead Start coToLnlyy renresentatives.
~
AN A.:F representati/e -Tl3 .s cov Segtercer 2, 1980, =ras
1 reg.est for prIpcsal nal not Leen :38s.es, but trat AT:rF anz o .LS
ALCIS-3.5 sere penuing an. <hat tne contractt «oi.i e fursen afcer
Sercemcer 35, 1280,
Frecie~s Ldertifireu, 2oring the » .
seilf-assegsrent validation prooess
rave rerairew wncorrected for loni pericis
ALtmZ .30 AC.F LS experiencting prof.e”s wit” tne seuf-
a3sess-ent valraation syster, it has reen asefi. %o AC:F 1n ilen-
‘&f??ﬁq +he -zngorpliance s%atds of 1%s srartees ani celegate
ajencies. AJYF has nct, howevern, achleved 1ts desirea level of
$.CCeS8s5 1rn correcturns the noncompllarce ccoraiticns founi.

2L 'now ALVYR) reported 1n oa 27¢ Zoua. staterent for -eal
star*t “rna+- iata £ro- oa Jarxe:y of souwrces ihLiicavwel that rany pro-
sTATS were Iutrgntly ou ~f corpliance w1th procrar perfornwance
StAn lards 11 ore or rore pr‘grdu areas ani noteld that sc7e £rogra~s
wioli 4 neel longer than the estaplishe: %90-day peridd ¢ achleve

complliance, L further stated that, through a variety ~f effcorts,
1t would worg to strengthen the akbility of grantees to corpi; with
the staniaris vy the end of fiscal year 1977.

-

Because no verall compllation <f grantee corpilance stat.s
1s maie oy AcYk, 1t 18 not possivle t<c deterrine the percentase
nf nea: start jrartees out of corpliance,with each rerformance

o

he




«f Tne reditn, wolch tabalates 1cs sractees’ cotnliante stat.s
« 17 2 TTrpgter=fased 1rficrmaticr syste~, tre £9llowing sa—ple - f
b . LITr L. e $T3T .8 a3s reptrred 1- Ine State 3s <f tarcr L2792
-~
'_‘,;:,vﬁe-. :ﬁ Tratmessg
rericr~arce srancart nCt 1Y Cerg.larvce
Strasesies £or z2chlevitT ellTatlifa.
Litelty es A<
’ - .
Y .CEILCRS LY TTFCITT LOSEerVATLILTY, renora-
02, anioeszoilanion tf each chilz's zroene
Ar L leJeLTprens 4
Tere sta.l o ce 1 o33le ap. effett e rezn v -
aSySue” :
P3ICenT TrAaLlT T oL oacthLslties trat Cat e Lses
i tre "ime w2 rer~firce toe lear-it avn
ieve . rrent ©f crelrrorilaren 1m tne cerser 32
= d . e Tereer . .
T -
rd
ltertif, wre s Ltriticnal needs atconrocie~s o f
L]
e ThlLiirer 1r o wme -ean Start rrosrav oas
nelr fagilies , 2
petter avl worse rates £ TCTrliavte were rencrtel for vary
wwrer perfsrTance stardards., Tve Lirector of t-re “fficemcf Ser _ce
L L]
“e.l.er, ~3sessTemt 1n wvis rezish wol? us <nat what 2frer -~arpe-s
V8 trat the sa~e 1te~s are found 2.t ~f «z~pliarce yearly.
’
we relieve tha+ Jongstanding cat=2f-corpliance 2onil~17-s
are ocr.rring £2r at least three reascwns

oo

-
. 4
--Scme jJrantees lack <he fauis <5 correct oat-=~f=-covplia-ce
iters,

q

4
==follswup £y regional personne. “o help assure compliance
. B N 103 lequate.

-

. --ALYF has not developed an adrinistrative manual which 1is
. neeled to help Arantees uniderstand prosra™ requirerents,

Sure grantees lack funds to correct
ut-of-compliance jtems

In many cases, the 1nability of a grantee to comply with pro-
Jyram standards can be attrikuted to the lack of funds. We es-1mate

-~
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trat iack of funds <¢wuld cause a procler ¢f Corpliance with a%t |
1 east 31 (or 5C pgrcent £} of the 162 standards. Ff2r erarple, these :
»uld 1ncluie reguirerents for:
~=Safe and effective. heating syste™s,
~--Fenced cutdoor play areas, . -
--Sufficient furniture, gguiprent, and ~aterlal: <3

~-Special provisions for handicappes children. '

a

S ~

--Yedical ana denlal oXariTarions. . /
 -=Meals meeting certaln natritional reg.irerents.
[
“rhe one reglecn, Atlanta, which *abAla*es 1%s srantees' ouaw=zé-
sorp.lance conditlens, alsc cctains eszirates fror tne grarnteeg of
=n

thelr additional funding neeied =0 offse- space, transcorta%:

and other ¢osts s$o %nat =hey Touli achieve corpllance. The re-

q1onal 'surrary for March 1979 showed that gran ees 1n Ylssissippl
would need arout $4.4 million of additional funding. Tnis 1S

10.2 percent of the $42.7 total fiscal year 1979 fun*lng for Miss-

issippir. Alabara would need an additicnal $736,236 (akout 5,25 per-

cent) of 1ts fiscal 1279 funding level of about S14 million. A

1979 study of 1ts grantees by the ACYF Kansas City Reglonal “£f1ze

A1sclosed that a 15.4-percent supplement to regular funding would

pe required 1f grantees in that region were to continue their cur=

rent enrollment levels and meet mandated performance standards.

Although these are nct $tatistically valid estimates, they in-
dlcate that antees right need between 5 and 15 percent addix 1cnal
finding to ~det prograr standards corpliarnce reguirerents. When
xhese percentages are applied to the $691 rmillifn allocated =0 Head
Start grantees 1n f£iscal year 1980, <he resultinc est:imate of add:-
tion4d funds needed ranges from $34.6 million =o $103.7 rillion to
achieve full compliance with program standards. We relieve that
much of the money would Le a onfe-%1re requirerent recause Sich cost ’
as major facility maintenance (e.g., new roofing or plunking) and .
tus purchases would not usually recur annually. fGther costs, such ,

as minor maintenance, medical and dental examinations., and food
are recurring. £ -~

The most récently revised SAVI and the admlnistratlse SAVI now
include, for the first time, an identification of reason for non-
compliance tncluding:

~

. LI

-~Insufficrent funding availagple.

~-Insufficient resources avallarle 1n CcoOrmunlity.

0
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-=3vaff lacxs adéquate s%1llls wrowledae.
--lnsufficiént staffing,

‘ -=-lnadegua%te parent involve™ent sSILDCrT services.
-~lra.eqguate reccrikeepins. .

v
we celleve that gathering tnis %ind of inforraticn sholld
ove the self-assessrent and validla+tion process fecause 1% wl.ol -
le nead Stare cfficials %c £oCus attenticn on tre specify
£ Cccrrective action reguired. nowever, whernever 1nsu
ing s 1dentified as the cause £or nonserpliance, trevse
s reguires shouald ce calca.atel ~~e grantee, verifie
TTUnLty representative, and tacula y eacr ACYY a
ce 0 help s.rpdrt funding reguest
ntees, The reac for ACYF =T zat-
services 1s fuir=rer zZiscussed 1-

e M

b2

It

L3 T T Sl G

(TU) th i th tn (Y D B
1

(y @ w ot Y

+
Q

[/ I o

e

H
]
3
H
T D
€1t
n w
ot
1

(I VIEPE D S
I'ad
@ O w

Pl B
(DA N S

@
KO CERVOR ]
(Y v Y
o
AR

fo

n our 1975 repgre,

cause of ilim1zef sta
. “0 regional zirecicors _ the Co"Thunlty represent
nave time %o follow up ©n grantee correctiJse actions
funcs,are not availacle 0 pay for the reguirel =rips.,
§1s o% nead Star+t staffing disclosed <hat there 1s a
wsrezner szaffing 1n regional offices 1s adeguaze £z
“re responsikilitles assigned, ancd 1t alsc disclgses
age of =wravel funds has prevented CoO™Tunlty represent
~aX1ing necessary trips toc grantees., f3ee ©. 81,

’
A :iead Start adranisiratlive
~anual 1s needed

v
(OIS A o

¢ (LW O D Ty
LY DO

T DO

L2
I o
o |
LTS

org ) gy
(%]

La B4
(IR A A I

Q = .
I o
3t
LY
]

sQ
s
@®

A ]

[ SRR A

n

¥+
b g o1
[ L
Lo S
it e
1

woet

"

,r

N

L Ty ]
Y

QO W

5
3

A nead Start adrinlstrative marual for use 'y €rantee ant
project directors and staff shpould re ‘1ssuesd Ly ACYF. The usual
method used by Head Start to help kring grantees 1nto compliance
with procgrar performance standards 1s by providina ther training
and technical assistance, either by contractors or by regicnal
cffice personnel. owever, according to ACYF officials, =hi
~raining has to be repeated frequently pecause 2f a high t.irnover
rate amona project directors and staff results 1n & Continuous it
derand for training. ,We believe that an adrinistrative ranual

. contaxning models of Qxceptable jrantee records and proceddures
would be a less c¢ostly alternative to some Lralning.
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The putentlal benefits of 1ss.uing procedural guliance are
Jreat, anid in cur copinicen tnis effort shoula net re costly. Lurirg
wur review, we found several manuals copcerning various areas <f
. adTinlscraticn whlch had Leen prepareﬂ Ly contractors for indly 13-
42l ALYF reglonal cffices. For example, oné ranual 1ncladed seca
tions on dnageuent by oblectives, interrnal control, and fisca.l
proceliires «~hile ancther covered prograr options, pérsonnel poli-
cies, and procedures and cormmunications. The most comprehensl g
a’. ranual we found was prepared 1n iiHS' Region x (Seattle) at TCDL ex-
pense 1n 1973, Among other subjects, this manual i1ncluded secticns
on recordreeping and needs assessments. Wwe Delleve that Dy 3ather-
ingy inforration from the contents of these manuals ACYF would ke
pe able to issue updated procedural guldance at a rinlTtgLn cost.

l/lvid., pajes 131 vo 133,
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» HHS regional zffices often receive reports £rom independent
auditors late, and after they are received, they are often not
reviewed by HHS regional auditors and ThDS jrants management
persconnel i1n a tirely manner.

Although prograr regula%ions require that these reports be
subritted by the audiltors within 4 —onths after the prior pudges
period, they are often not subritted on tire. In 1279, an WHS
contractor found that 58 percent of the reports were late anid tha<
the late reports 1n its sample were an average of 77 days cover-
due. 1/ In 1980 the Surveys and Investigations Staff, House Jom=
~1%tee On Appropriations, reported that 18 2f the 35 (36 percent)
aad1t reports on Yead Start gSrantees w~hich they eaavined were ncot
1ssued w~ithan the reguired & ronths. 2¢

reguired «o sib—it copies <f <heur
si1ona. =S aulit agency., ani zhe T
~anageren%t office. HHS aasditzirs
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o 5 regional 3rants ranaserent of
e ofven substantial delays in b 1
s £fi1ces reca.se 1nsafficien S
nel are avallable %o process ine reports in a timety ranner. F
ekarple, one regi2nal grants ranagerent® £ficer told us that th
HHS a‘glt ajency in that region had a l-year backlog of audit r
ports Wnd that, once the reports reached his office, anotner 6
~onths was usually reguaired for processing. In another region the
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viewed, %
audits an
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Late rece!pt of Ludlt reports fro~ independent auditors an?
processing delays 1n HHS audit and grants nanagenment offices cause
sore loss of fiscal control over grantees, One 1mportant use of
these reports 1s to verify the amocunt of funis not used by the
jrantee, 1f any, «~hich result’s 1n a reduaction of succeeding grants.
Another use 1s -0 identify any grantee's expenditures that an audl-
LD tor recorrends e disallowed and which, 1f sustained by further

review, causes an adjustment to the succeeding grant. While these

a:ljustrments can be made 1n the future, better figeal control 1is

-

1/1cid., page 117.

2/Report to the House Committee on Appropriataons by the Surveys
T and Investigations Staff of the Departrents of Labor; Health,
Education, and Welfare; and related agencies, the Pouse Appro-
priations<ommittee, Head Start Program Funding and Administra-
tion, February 1980, page 35. 7’
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tndividual prograr adlit gulilelines previously used. The new 3ul ie-
~ lines 1nclide exanples of 1 proved financial staterents incluiing
Lalance sheets and o rore conprehensive preakout of administration
and general e«pense ani, when used by independent auditors, they
shoul 4 result in i1mproved financial staterents in the audit reports
for ~ary neadl Start jrantees. (owever, the new gdidelines are pre-
strited for aulits of State and loccal jovernrental ordanizations
which are jrantees four about one-third of all neal Start projects,
anrd the guaudelines 4o not qpply to the nonprefit comrunlty action
a3ern.r1es which sponscr about %wo=thirds 2f all dead .Stdrt projects,

~

v2Za.se The 7es adllt gullellnes Iontalnlng sujgesticns £or
Lproved financial statenents 1o not apply o many bead Start
jrantees ani cecazse the 1977 Heald Start Audit Gulle does rot re-
j41lre calance sheets or an annual operating statement showingrsuf-
fi1zient eAyense de%all to rmee+t the neeas Gf JHUS regional grants
-anage—ent wffices, we belileve <hat ACIF ShOJl L1ssue a“ﬁ tiora.
jaldance to lreiepenient awlitors of the aead Start pregrat. This
Jallan.e snvill require trat talance sheets ce irncldled in all
bit rep~rws ard tnat tne e<pense cateyories Le espandes to -
aue al. ~alof Tategorles Lf e4nenses 1ncirred ¢y c.eal

.

Tw? other proplems wlth 4111t reports noted oy an LuS contrac-
tur 1 oa 1279 study of 24 neal Start JremTmegs are that:

juarterily

--ine redairer augditor's certificution on the final
t 1ncluded 1n

-
repurt of expguiditures Ly the jrantee was no
5> of the aaldit reports subsltred.

--=X1l% lnterviews, as required oy H4HS, were not conducted or
repocrtes 1n 18 of the audits erarinel. Lilt conferences
. help t£7 1nswre the accuracy and completeness of the fauts
presented and the c¢onclisions reached.

-

A final procler, 1dentified by regional directors, staff, and
jrants ~anajerent pecrsonnel, 1s that independent auditors should not
re reguirel! to review and report on jJrantees' complliance with per-
tinent legal and requlatory requirements. Thls 15 because the cor-
pilance portion of the audit largely duplicates worx done by com-
runity representatives and valldation teams when visiting grantees,
anld recause inlependent aulitors are not gJenerally as familiar with
prisgran reguirerents as the S regional ocffice progran personnel.,

WiS aulit rjaldelines set forth procedures for the auditor to
use 1n evaluating grantee complliance with program regulations in
seseraj areas including: Ve

--Property ranagement,

<=tersonnel] management .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC . 4 o
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--Facility standards.

.

~-Health records.
--Participant eligibilaity.

s These arg,the subjects covered by program personnel using
either SAVI or administrative SAVI. (See p. 54.) wWith the formal -
1bsuance of the administrative SAVI, we believe Head Start should \ ’

liminate adminlstrative compliance reviews by independent auditors
xcept where noncompliance would have a material effect on the
nanciral statements. For example, participant eligibllity should
e checked -by independent auditors because the program might be
serving some lneligible persons and some costs might Dbe disallowed.
\ However, health records need not be checked by independent audit-
ors. This function 1s more appropriate for program personnel.
buplication of compliance testing results 1n unnecessary audit
costs. we estimate that independent audilts cost about $3.% million
annually. Elimination of unnecessary audit coverage should help
reduce audit COStsS. ¢
- )
Inaependent audiwors who are unfamiliar with the program's
administrative regulrements also create an additicnal worklead
for huS regional offices.

when auditors report. that a grantee has not properly confarmed
to program administrative requirements, the noncompliance 1tem(s)
1S entered inte a computerized system for followup by the reg:ional
grants management office, and a monthly status report 1s prepared
1n washington, L.C., for distribution toc ACYF regional offices,
According to soOme regionalggrants management officers, many of the
1tems entered into this system for fallowup are too smali tc be
significant or they are lncorrect dué“to the auditor’s misunder-
standing of program requirements. For example, a common audit
finding 1s that the grantee exceeded 1ts annual budget. However,
according to a grants officer, this may be incorrect because, 1in
certain circumstances, the grantee 1s given flexibility to Change
1ts annual budget because of approved changes in the budget for
certain items. Another commgn finding is "insufficient inkind
contribution."” According to the grdnts officer, this finding 1s
sometimes incorrectly reported by the auditOr because of his or
her inexper.aence. To correct this problem, one region attempted
to set up training sessions for 1its outside auditors, but was
- unsuccessful because the auditors did not want to incur the enx-
pense of attending training Sessions.

Program performance indicators

The third formal monitoring system consists of a set of per-
formance indicators for measuring key dimensions of service quality
and pMgram performance. The indicators are results-oriented 1n

ERIC
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nat.re anl can 1ncluale prograr servicel arid activitiles ani

, 1n‘/
aniicators,

sore 1nstances, actdal progra~ 3mpuitsay -f the 19
6 f2css “n the health area; 2 eacn or e ucCa%tion, handicappe: 2.0 .-

iren,

anl parent

wnvolvement;

At
1pasts and

satisfactian,

1s beinng

1 eact o~
Laltural respcnsiveness; and the iast

Lutritl

on, social services,

lrlxﬁator,

on parent

lavelcpel.

~€f lata for

cnfurrat.on

constricting the perfor—ance Lﬂhl”thrS 18 the frc

be primary srurce
Ira
Fepurt prepared by jra-tee anl -

gelenate afenbles a

serlflel ry ar 38 contractor.  ACY: srocull fezlm uslna revitnal
~ffi.e Tounlty representatises, ivstead <f the contraswer, f:r
latz sili1dation <o ennance the gualit, of <re 1ndicatnrs andl relilce
the -ust of 2untractor ser/ices. - :
velipent of wre prograc perf{crrance M I1CAtor systen reziyr
Jf o277 At tre rejuest Lt tae Secre~ary o S, 2an7 the forse f.il-
910 FERIIY wWad 155«8. Ly ACYF in Fecr.ary 280 cyreruna rrodra”
res.lvs for <re £ail 1978-72 prora~ year. !
w1 buars cerforoarce [ 117anTrs are 1vierne T orerresert
asie.ns Jf proirar perf.orTa fe a7u7T oare Jf srect.a. uuerest t
ST LAl A AKerS ArT Dproara TAanalers. AJIr exrecis Tre - izas.rs To
e Lse2flul for Lrossepro3raT I07parisTis ani oo serse 4s Tatil sts
f-r progra” arrroverent. .
nfzrtas,on £or ¢onstr.ctinn ~f Tane 17illat rs 1s cder,ve. froe
roe 0.0 .410n) sOurces:
.
--lhe ‘teas Start Prograr Informatticn Fepsre - 1s corplete’® |
se~1annually by each feal Star+ srantee an. deiejate aze Cy.
I~ 15 .sel Xor reporting characteristics of tre nrecra~,
s«aff, and cniliren: fuanis recelven a 1 COS*S 1ncurred; er-
rellment lata: and proarar oorponent Uperatlnq 5LA%18%1TS.
This report is the sourde ¢f 12 performance 1niicators in-
_latina 6 on health and 1 each on eduacation, ~utritinn,
57C1al services, parent 1n/Iiverent, caltural respocnsive=-
e85, 2N prograr cnsts.
--The Annual :apdicapped Survey - provites 1aformation on
nan jicappe i children enrolled 1~ Head Start and on services
orozidel to them. It 1s the scurce of Lgo 1ndicators.
-=_ lassronr Jrsegrvations = during the second half o2f the pro-
1ram year, trained observers visit a sarple of classroors
at jrantees scheduled for indepth valilations. Usinc a
hecxklist they observe teacher behavinrs, classroor activi-
“1e¢s, an} resources. This checklist 1§ the source of 1n-
forrmation £or one andicat r. .
in aliitinn, an interview instrument to te used as a fasis for an

1tiedl cator of Jmpact on parents ang satisfactinon 1s under develtp-

ment by ACrb.
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Y
vrogran performance 1ndlCdeors are agdantitatlve 1n contrast
t> SAVI resulvs (see p..34) whith are,qualitative. For ezxa ple
sne 1ndiiat2r shows the nukbers antd percent of Headl Start chilidrer
«wh?> have recelved complet® Jdental® etaminations. SAVI does not re-
juest gquantitatfve data but asks: “Are the following basic dental
Care services obtained or arranged for?"

,==Dent Lrarination: >
o ' .
~-Restoration of decayed privary and perranent teeth. ®y s
» [N L
. 1

.

- -
-=-Pulp therapy for primdry and permanent teeth.
. ==Extrattior of nnnrestgrable teeth.

quantitative perfor~ance inlicators an? the g.alita-
ts are quplo“entary and, useqd together, they snoulid
1™ evalaatin: the effectiveness of iniividial read

.
.

firs= f.ll=jear ue)fo rrance 1ndizacer r&port cc.ering the
Crdrfa™ year waj3 1ssied in Feoruary 1980. Included 1 this
re respcnses fro- saer 25 percent of all read Start ﬂran°
Ve

LIraT Co
waicn fall ates Corparlson.  For efanple, the percent of head
nowhe rggelvel realired redical screeninos ranged fro-
18 Rfgign IR tn a high of 90 perzent 1n Regior
¥ families receir1vin3 soc1al servic frn

= 29 percert 17 1P te R percend M pemio

=
. ]

)
onent (&.7., heal<h an{ educatisn) anl each region
N
e

) > '

Alt! ‘JQILZFS that shese ' redilopal.statistics neel firther
4n1;151s dhl‘P\Dllnd*LOW. Ir. April 1280, a 7teeting of healguarfers
N retisnal nersqﬁnpl #as held 1n nashantJn,[’Ch, to d1scuss ae
2srarlist 1m 1 perfor-an.e tarfers. ferformange 1gilcator pd*n es,
st lailan perfar-ance rrofxles 2f each grantee within the remicn,
wnre LEBIL e £ ro;?ﬂnal DEEL e,pd%saﬂqei Rezional »ffizes sl
v alhitioral wor< tn aexplair ho-Vqua inas ., an performance 1nrdlca-
POrSanor 1 jrantees 1v thelr f®einons. ACYP plans that reaional
~OMTARLYY representitives will partLoipate 1n establishing perforr-
ATCe tardels anl iouuloplnﬂ actlon plans ldentlfylux the activities

. 5\;:ﬁp #1bi re unlerraken hy Lucql progrars™ o improse thear perfor*—
e . -

Y

O

ERICy

s

1y}

P v . oy,
ae rellese that the perforrance inilcat-r 1nitiative has the
patkential for proulllnq projram managqerent with valuable informa-
“inn about the performdnhe »f andiviiual arantees an% A vt reirpnal
officess, ot the effort 1s in 1ts early s*ajes, and da‘a are not
Yot asaliatle to use in evaluatini the resultg of ~aoni1torinag
jrantess with thls sysrem,

[
were isplygel for 1niividual 1n§1fators within eac» '




[ S
o If EBTLTates that tre f1scal year 1987 onst 2f the cer®r-.
ATTe LT I Tantr o Lrintatise SA&BL. tTea. Mo ar 5390, T00. sfo b1 s2al,
. 3332,..0 for 35 percent) 18 1e€\"2 pal.s ol a Iontraczor for ¢soril-
1.3, ang.i zinz, prif,.nz, arl repLro.ng =“r<cara” anformatior repors
tata. Tne al¥t prosra- anailyst L~ charge of <re perfocrrarce 17 l1za- .
w2r eff~re ernrlailred to us that the 2cortraszt.r +~as Jised insteai of
. AJYE rejicraly cffice personrel for resiesing and verifying laty or
zrogra— wrflr :Lo/’reports tToTpre & tre ac il gonsistent,
£ the 1a%a case for the full-year rerforra-t ShEors. Tre '
4m3.;S% $ali “hat Tre.l.ous ezZitinz 3£ n-ls da rejyloral Tov=
L.A%y; Iesresentit.ves ~al reer LToTnslstent.
. [l
woLle Tne use 2f oa Lontracior ta, rave facllitatel rrerarat.zr
. f tre fall-jear repcro, we celleve trat ACYE s-culd e £.arts for
Bra1l ln. snl usirz rejioral 2fflle fImrLnlty representatl es Lo re-
vigw ar s verlf, tre progra~ infsrratisn reposrt 1~ the flutlre. o
Wity fepresgrtatl.es are rec.irel Y2 naJe Clnge Zontaltt aln” Xb/
rrocests LW8sizrel to owrer 3rd, Tnce nwraltel Ln o cow tosnternres
spet.f.T LteTs T tce rrozraT LrfcrTat.ct repcrh, e, 877..) ra
< Mooy 5. a,fle: Tram A TONTrAcIAr I eval.ate t-e acc.rat, of vose
Lf sre (an, repcr-er 1, "te drartnees fTr Lrometre) are resnirtiLc lae,
DeTHLse ... ufl%, IeLYTeSe %A%l eS are 37I73 tre primary Jasers -f .
tre CerfilrTarTe 1nilTatcors, Largely rased v data taven frov or-e
Sr.ira” 1-f3rTaticr repor+es, they naJse a Jestes 11terest 17 assdar-
hd «nF ot a...racy =f 1afsrmat.cn nelns ssed to govoiie e  nilca-
TLES. e S regicral off.ce «n1cn ras aAireaidy devselcpel a oo
p.ter.zez ~anase~er+ inforrav®or syste~ fsee p. 37, .ses i1%s cov-
-+ "Wty representatives for entering all data .m%T 1ts syster.
. s .n.l.igs jata estractel fro- the frogra~ wnforTaticr report.
F . ¢ : _
s2 ~f pruperly trained corrunity repfeseq:dtlyes v ralliate
, tata ren.rte ! £y jrantees nefore enterinz Lt Intc tne perrtorTance -~
tnilIlatTF sys5te” snval. entance the s.ality of trherinuclcatars ans
| - rel.ce e oost o f CC"?Elatxoﬁ srro.3n o ellminating $°7e Lrnee el
ILreract v sercsices. .

—~—~1
&
k]

| 5 : P
* The three forral Irantee monitoring systers provide a struc-
| tureltan i .orprenensive review of progra- ana financial activithes.
Aliity nal sorurtiny £ jrantees’ operatiors 1s acconplispe? less
I ’ f',\f”;ﬁlxr :I: - - .
~ . -3

-
3

} --¢ o utine Jisits Lo, Grantees J(J.y (JAnhuhity reépresentatnes ardg { -
. sperialsts, such as handizap -~y parent involvement spe-
| - . _1alists throughoat the year. . Lo
. N
| --Feq1onal office reviews ~f jrantees’ fungini applii1dasinns,
pr jram onar¥atives, and plans.
. - .
--Fejionpl jrAnts manaqge~eut reviews of 3rantees’ quarterly
Tinancial sta*rus reports.
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-=Fez17nal Irares mananevent resieas ~f selectel ararvaes’ ¢
fisc3l procej.res, )
- - P 4 .
. ? @ »
-=FeelLacx tH regronal 2ffices ry “raining anl :ecmalcal
as$sls%ance CoOrtractars who Y1sle drantecs.

& .
~onclisions . -

“nhree formal systems anl several less f£or~al processes

*

Ot nas
f.r mom1toring the zr%3ran, adwinistrative, and fiscal perfor-ance
2f f?s Jrantees. Tre formal Tonlteoring systems need 1vproverent 40
. frglie ALTE aitnn reasonacle dssuirance that teal Start arartees are
Jfg;a:;ﬁg LToatooriancte w1ttt nrestriced gerformarce sYantards z4d
Federa. Iram%t DrLViISIIrs. - /
“goimreniatlcng to o ire ‘
o Secrezary £ .45
. . ¢ ~ L4
i reteresd wrat ece Selrecar, d.recs she Intmigsionkr of
ALri o t4<e “re follCalmI s%tens tT o 17oroye tpe "rree formuyl mony-
LTI 578%e7 % )
-=F@iss “7e tralti-mplarnes £7F Ccorrunlty represencati ses
\\ “7osee “-at 11 1s ueslIned to produce consistency 1t olnters=
DrevtlnI SrOdraT reqiire™ents acd grantee morlhiaring.,
. ) i\ B
== .eoerTine Jrat, 1f any, additional farding 1s reeded vy
TranLees Lo oLr1ng thelr nrogra~s 1nts full corpliarce auer .
. perfi~r~anze s=aniardg ani alministratl ‘e reqgalre~arts. .
-=h35.re "oat aded.ate resdurtes are ~aile zsarlarle o rez.onal
¢ ffices 3 trat frliowup 2f momatoring effores var Ye
an-ieve i, ; *
* i
L4 . I \ - Fos el £
==i38382 1 TAan.al Lo grantessg 1lnciuling —models 2f adrinisera- .
<ive £ur-s, recoris, and pryfeduires. )
N .
. ==w2rr with redional nffice auidltars and -5 grants manacte- .
T ~ent 2fflcers %o 1nprove the timeliness and.erpedite the
rezional sffices' review of andependent auditors' reports.
[y L] -
~=work ~lth the tHHS Auj}g_&genﬁy on Aeveloping and 1asding. . -
T “adlitional guidance to independent auditors reguiring the .
s supmlgsion of balance sheets anl operating statements show-
» L 4
ing3 rnore detall on expenses, '
' * .
==woOrk "with the I'HS Audir Agency and the ZHDS Grants anl oo~
.o+ tracts Manajement Division 0 eli~inate the requirerents ¢
for 1nilependent Rudit w3rk whi~h luplicates functions per-
f-ormed by ACYF monitoring teans. R e
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‘J
-=lirect redianal o2ffice SOTTAMLLY répresertiaty 'es +n .
validate grantees’' progra~ inforrathor reports cefore er-
terrmc the 2ata 1nto the perfor*qnde 1milTator syster,
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Cur analysis disclosed that at tige end of fiscal year 1979,
the 10 regional office ACYF staffs had a total of 220 permanent
full-time positions, of which 139 were tead Start positions. Also,
of the recormrended 50 regicnal speclalist pos1tions, our analysis
showed that theresere 31 specialist positions, and that 9 regi~nal
2ffices 414 not have a Health Specialist, and 9 regional offices
313 not have a Social Serviges/Qutreach Specialist. We also founAd
that most rejional offices supplemented their permanent staffs with
Part-time employees--a total of 48. “ne regional office, with a
very large leal Start work®ad, made estersive usé of part-time
enployees, by staffing 20 of 39 posjtions with permanent part-ti~e
emplégees, 2f whicn 11 worked 39-nour weeks. The 20 part=-+i%e
positions 1nclaled 14 comranity representatives.

readguearteérs sffic1als ¢ol4 1s +hat the limiting factor i~
staffing 1s the yeargnd erploy ent ceilings, provided pty the Sec-
retary 2f 1n$ =5 LnDS, tased on the nyerall evploy~ent cei1ling for
U8 17posed Ly the President. THLUS e§-ablishes an employ-ent cell-
1ng for eazr Sf 1ts orzanizational units, sich as ACYF. -=ead Stare
staff1n3 .s li71ted t3 the n.ker of positlons asthorized ny Shne
Comrissizrer #f ACYF. Tre following tacle shous <he yearend e~ploy-
Tent Te.lings f£or DS for fiscal years 1972 and 1980, ‘1-posed &y
~ne Secre+tary of &8,

Zni of Year Erployrent Ceiling

19279 1287 Decrease
7
. .  (perceén=)
/o 5
Fill-1me per—hnent ewployees , 1.837 1,467 g 20
vart-+1ve, terporary, ani -
o2ther erployees - 2%2'* 193 8
Toral employment ceiling, )
I 2,047 1,660 12
¥ —_—— ————

{n connectior with another GA7 review that involved perscanel
Cce1lings, 1n February 1980,,.the Chief 2f the Resources Sys%er
Branch, OMB, provided GAD representatives with this OMB.positinn
on personnel cerlings. "If an agency c¢an not do an adequate Job
btecause of 1ts cexling, 1t should formally réquest an 1increase,"
JMB sa&ys agencles almost .,never 40 this'\ In response to the House
Surveys and Investigations Staff to the House CommMittee On Appro=-
priations Ferruary 1980 report on Head Start funding and adminis-
ttation, the Secretary of HHS transmitted comments, by an April
20, I980, letter to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Labor, Health,
fducation, and Welfare, House Committee an Appropriations, which
included information on staffing and administrative funding. The
Secgetary of iHS stated that as a result.of .the evident need for
more Staff 1n Head Start and other areas of ACYF, the new Commis-
si1bner of ACYF initiated an ACYF ~wide staffinti analysis. The
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:olenary gtated trat the res.ifts 2f “Ivs amalysis would 1eas «n
e alatation Of avarlarle seaff ander e cesly redaced emnloy- .
TELT erlilnd t L swre areas of Tost CritiTa. teet, ThHe Secretary
1.5% snatel cfat trere Yas feen 4 teel S5 rring core resources
“.ofear .rocwce adrti-istracior anl fiaancial ~manage~ent cperation
+£ wal Start nreozrats. Toe Secketary _ontlided that "we dn expent
A% LTLTuve test 1 the maranerent ~f 0 e’y Feare rot ip not relieve
STt Trese LLllt. T3l resSu.LrTes wlll 8 .= ¢ 2 eadl Stare g+affi-o:
S ormagyer
.5 alriristrative s.rport cf  ead Start .
iragr:fhigs reern lradeg.ate ACSOrairs: Y.
*ToirLarer persor-el
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D00 sa.ar,e5 17§ efzenses fro~ 1971 w5 1274 ard the ruddetel £
St AT, EFrcm (375 ehrouah 1379, tpe anrzal fundira o f salage
L85 47 1 escmngng for sesnd Svcr* ~»ald not e 13ertifiedl separately ’
fr. wre 4oLl fr ana wf salaries an-t esrerges for, T8,
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.
relers] 53laries
w2 ad Ard e Lpens Taalative
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E? balaries represent about 80 percent >f trne total salaries ana
erpenses for read $vart, and travel represents the next highes*
cxpense 1tert. Personnel ceilings li~i1t the funding level for
salaries. Iresiziential directives alsc lirit +hé funiing ‘level
fir “ravel. iof exdmple, OMB bulletin “o. 80U=3, dated Mverker

6, L979, was lssuel to eseCutlve lepar-rents and es“ahlish~ents

iice 1380 crlizations £or travel an: transportation by 8 per-

» Ar Lfficial of the LELS Bulset .ffice told us that travel

ing nas Leen 1nedfficient since ,4971. Several neadguarters :

gad Start representatives told us that they hau not ceen arnle
31t redisnal 2ffices because <f insufficient travel funis,

“re  eai start healidarters' travel fuindirg for fiscal years 1978,

1973, ar. 1950 was $1l4s, 464, 5125, 334, and 3115, 028, respectively,

TMis represerts a l6-percent requctlon 1in travel funding for fis- .

-a. yedr 1979 371 an Bepervert reduction for fiscal year 1987,

oY 4t e
LW
—

At one regional wffile, the rezional progfar lirestor tola o oLs
Trat IT..owdl YTILS Dy COTULLT, representatives to each jra-tee
f.r 7 .TAt oriry, secCnnalcal assistance, and Lrodrlesrooting parposes
Aaowger _arZele’l auring f18Ta. gear 1972 sle to lac< of trawel
farws, a1 tnat tre Lne atnaal L181% L, the Cooranlt, represerta-
Tile® T o2 grartee 18 not enouth, In anutheg region, that ras <ne
- tne Largest grartee wor<lcads in feal $tWet, 1nglLfficiere travel
fanis 1v fiscal year L973 Taised a re.iction 1t tne nuarrer of
©IS1TS Tale L, oI UnLty drefresentatives to jrantees during. +he
[ 2T r

¥

ea. stapt readguarters' «fficials eapressel concern thas

“hey ra.e rooanput anto the forrulation of th% annual kadget for

saiaries ani expenses since 1t 1s developed at 3 hagher level »f

S, L1t o1s tasel on the pricr year's f1scal eaperience, witr

TaOrg 17 travel, printing, etc., Lelns ~ace at the T-LS level.
K

vr o f st‘f LtiilZatlon studles

- 1
Tl

- -

L

]

(me Last ostaff utiliza¥ion stuiy ~ade oy L .LS was a “"Repors
0 tanplwser tiiization Sarvey of (L, date: Septercer 3C, 1974.
Tais s.ar.ey 1nclalel ead Start. The forTer Jomrmissioner of ACYE
Yolu s trar tne 1978 reorjanization 2f ALYE was not basel on any
staff ana.ysls r staff utillzation stuly perforved by CHDS. The
Felraar, 1980 report of tne house Surveys and Investigations Staff
ITi-u .21 1 staterernt by the forfrer :eal Start Bureau Chief that
W ostaldies ral peen vade of staffing requirerents and that 1% was
nls welief tras rore styff and funling w~as essential to effectivel,
AiT1naster the neal Start progrgm. 1
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Conclusions . ., .
= 3

Since 1372, the responsibilities anl aMministrative work-
Inals of flead Start staff have increased draratically. However,
staffing levels, and funding for salaries and gapenses have not
“ept pace. we recognlze the encrr~ous size and conplexity of the
“hS organization, 1n which numerous projrars~Tompete for limiterd
finds, anl the"possibility that some projgrans will be unsurcessfdl
ln obtalning increaserd adminlstrative support. Althougk we Aid
not assess Head Start's use of existing staff, based on the prokb-
lems 1dentified, we believe HHS should determine the adequacy of
the existing work force and other resources,

Recommendations ¢f the .
Secretary of AHS

wa recommend that the Secretary direct the Assistant Secretary
for LHLS to determine the staffing anid adWLnlstratlue’?équlrewents
neelel for the lead Start program, and 1f the Assistant ‘Secretary
firds that the Head Star#program does not have the regources 1y
nfels, ari Lf resnurces can ne made avallable we recormepni that the
Secretary furnish the staff an® other resources necessary for +<he

prograr to carry out 1%s responsibilities, .




APPENDIX I ‘ APPENDIX 1

r /J
GRANTEES AND HHS REGIONAL OFFICES VISITED BY GAQ
Head Start grantees ' .
. e
Adams dounty Head Start, Brighton, Colorado. %
Boulder County Head Start, Boulder, Colorado. N -
Butte Silver Bow Anti-Poverty Council, Inc., Butte, Montana. ' .

‘Child Start, Inc./Head Start, Missoula, Montana.
Colorado West Communaity Action Program, Grand Junétlon; Colorado.
Community Action Pittsburgh, Inc.,, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. } -
Community Action Program, Salt Lake City, Utah. '
Deerlodge County *Head Start, Anaconda, Montana. . ‘ .
Head Start of Colorado Sprangs, Inc., Cclorado Springs, Colorado.
Jefferson County Commlittee for Economic Opportunlty,ldlrmlngham,
Alabama, ’
Lift, Inc., Tupelo, M15s1¥s1ppi.
Mlssissippir Action for Progress, Inc., Jackson, Mississippl.
Ravaill County Head Start, Harilton, “ontana.
Rocky Mountain Development Council, delena, Montana.
Sioug Falls School District, Sioux Falls, South”Makota.
South Central Community Action Program, Lake Andes, South Dakota.
Tri-County Development Corporation, Guernsey, Wyomlng.
University of South Dakota, Vermillion, South Dakota,
Urban Services Agency, Baltimore, Maryland.
Yazoo Community Actiron, Inc,, Yazoo City, Mississippi.

HHS regional offices )

Region III - Philadelphia, Pennsylvan:ia.

Re&gion IV - atfhnea, Georgia.
Region VII - Kansas City, Mlssour. \ ’ ™~
Region VII1 - Denver, Colorado. X

Regicen IX - San Francisco, <aliafornia.

o




APPENDIX I APFPENDIX 11X
Lo ESTIMATED (NMET NEEDS BY STATES
;} Budgeted
Nurber of poverty children average Estimated
Served cost per. cost to
by end Not Head Start serve unmet
of fiscal served by child (fiscal  need (fiscal
Total year 1978 Head Start year 1979) year 1979)
Stage {rote a) (note A) (note b) {nore ¢) {ncte b)
,l 1
Al apama 42,310 8,802 33,508 $1,481 $ 49,625,348
Alaska 1(880 803 1,080 2,266 2,447,280
ArLZONa 21,780 2,773 19,002 1,723 . 32,740,446
Arkansas 27,920 5,158 22,762 1,328 30,227,936 |
California 178,640 23,063 155,577 2,2X3 344,291,901
Colorado 12,930 4,135 8,795 1,526 13,421,170 ,
Ceanecticus . 17,110+ 3,942 13,168 1,320 17,381,760
Delaware . 3,150 737 2,413 1,659 4,003,167
mistrict of
Colurbia 6,520 1,665 4,855 2,747 13,336,685
Florida 70,109 10,312 ° 59,788 1,445 86,393,660
Georgii 68,540 8,365 60,175 1,586 93,632,300 .
Mawall 5,530 1,073 4,457 2,328 10,375,896
Idaho 5,780 930 4,850 1,829 8,870,650
Fllanols 98,640 18,801 792,839 1,598 127,343,205
- Indrana 390,020 5,435 24,585 1,462 35,943,270
- Iaya , 12,410 2,721 92,689 1,459 . 14,136,251
Kansas 11,330 2,520 8,810 1,594 14,043,140 ,
Kentucky 36,720 9,522 27,198 1,372 37,315,656
Loulsiana 48,970 8,339 40,631 1,374 55,826,994
Maine - 76,930 1,403 5,527 1,680 9,285,360
) Maryland 21,940 4,156 17,784 1,832 32,580,288
- * Massachusetts 41,160 6,690 .« 34,470 1,987 63,491,890
Michican 63,720 16,700 » 47,020 1,389 63,900,180
Minnesota T 20,640 3,875 16,765 ° 1,465 24,560,725
Mississipp: 37,230 29,879 7,351 1,490 10,952,990
Missourl : 34,490 8,327 26,163 1,389 36,340,407
Montana 6,690 961 5,729 1,740 W 9,968,460
Nebraska 92,570 1,633 7,937 1,557 12,357,909
Nevada 4,190 380 3,810 2,049 7,806,690
New ’ ‘
Harpshire . 4,840 651 $,189 17913 8,013,557
New Jersey 54,060 7,319 46,741 2,182 * 101,988,862
New Mexico 16,640 3,386° 13,254 1,056 * 13,996,224
New York 119,160 16,044 103,056 2,626 . 270,625,056
North . . "L
Carolina 50,910 9,438 41,472 1,456 60, 383,232
North Dakota - 2,820 435 2,385 1,312 3,129,120 ™
Oohao . 84,940 18,024 66,916 1,335 89,332,860
Oklahoma 23,600 6,546 17,054 1,216 20,737,664
Oregon 14,390 2,375 12,015 1,903 22,864,545
' 84 ¢ * “
Q . ‘ [ f)‘




APPENDIX II

L

State

Permsylvania
Fhode Island
South
Carolira
Scuth Dakota
Ternessee
Texas
"fah
Vermont
Virginia
wWashington
. West
Virginia
Wlsconsin
Wyoming®
Puerto Rido

Total

(percent)

Number of poverty <hildren

Served
by end Not
of fiscal served by
Total year 1978 FEHead Start
(note a). {note a) {rote b)
74,910 12,730 62,180
€, 350 1,155 5,195
22,300 3,974 16, 326
5, 360 782 4,578
26, 360 8,444 17,916
131,450 13,298 113,152
9,130 1, 364 7, 766"
4, 200 794 3,406
32,850 4, 380 28, 470
19,130 3,642 15,488
15, 260 3,531 11, €69
25,370 _ 5011 20, 359
2, 160 536 1,624
144,810 13,570 131,240
»
1,837,720 337,531 1,500,189
100 18 82

T2

Badgeted
average
cost per
teal Start
ch1ld {fiscal
year 1979)
{note ¢)

1,917
$1, €06

1,436
1,547
1,427
1,276
1,491
1,737
1,826
1,708

1,592
1,548
1, 599
17762

$

APPENDIX IT

-

Estimate?
cost to
serve unret
need {fiscal
year 1979)
(note k)

119,199,C60
8, 343, 17Q

23, 444, 126"
7,082,166
25, 566,132
144, 382,952
11, 579, 106
5,91¢,2%2
51, 986, 220
26453, 504

18,577,048 "
31,515,732
2, 596, 776
231,244,880

$2,566,558,838

ajSaurce:‘:§ﬂh 1978 report prepared by the Subcormittee on Em loyment,
4 Y PO Pa b4 %
-J Poverty, and Migratory lLabor: Senate Comittee on Labor and
Haan Pesoupces.

Y source:

&/Source:

AN

GAQ camputations.

Tocunents prepared by ACYF.
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APPENDIX IIX . \ APPENDIX III

L]

ESTIMATED AVERAGE CdST PER CHILD IN HEAD START

FLLL YEAR AND PARENT AXD Cf2ILD CENTERS

. Annual cost Annual cost
. per child per child
State fiscal year 1980 frscal year 1981
. N Alabara 1,604 $1,731
Alaska 2,579 2,783
Arizona 1,931 2,084
hArkansas 1,49C ) 1,608
Californlsa a 2,442 . 2,635
Tolomado 1,688 . NL821
Connecticut . L.980 1,708
] 'Delaware 1,822 1,96¢€
District of
Colirbira 3,088 3,332
*loriia 1,662 1,793
Georsgia 1,688 " 1,821
jawall 2,589 2,794
I3aho 1,935 2,088 .
Illino:xs 1,785 . . 1,926
Indiana 1.634 ‘ ~ 1,763
Iowa 1,636 1,765
Kansas 1.792 1,934
Kentucky A 1,572 1,696
Loulslana - 1,532 1,653
Maine 1,906 2,057
Marylani 2,053 2,215
Massachusetts 2,233 . . 2,409
Michigan 1,543 1,665
Minnesota , . 1,611 ) 1,738
Mississippl 1,680 1,813
Missourl * 1,%69 1,693
Montana . 1,950 2,104
Nebraska 1,746 1,884 )
Nevxda 2,213 . 2,388
New Happshlre 2,199 2,373
New Jersey 2,444 2,637
New Mexico 1,183 1,276
New York 2,950 3,183
North Carolina 1,638 Y 1,767
North Ddkots 1,376 1,485
Jhio 1,474 1,590 .
Oklahoma, . 1,376 15485
Oregon - ' 2,145 2,314
Pennsylvania 2,132 2,300
Puerto Rico 501,975 2,131
Rhogde Island 1,80% 1,948
R South Carolina 1,668 1,800 a

86
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APPENDIX 111 APPENDIX JII
Annual cost Annual c¢ost
* per chiid per child
State fiscal year 1980 fiscal year 1981

South Dakota <U . $1,625 $1,753
‘ Tennessee 1,586 1,711
Utah 1,613 1,740
Vermont ) 1,947 © 2,101
virginia 2,096 2,262
West Virginia 1,791 1,932
Wisconsin ! 1,693 3,827
Wyoming - 1,791 ' 1,932

Source: Documents prepared by ACYF.
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DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL HEAD START FUNDING (rote a) e
z
' Trawning ard Speclal Special ~
Head Start  techmical Research ard nar.iicapped projects ~
Year projects assistance  demonstraticn Evaluation  project wther oral -
1971 $328,000 318,000 $ 5,000 $2,500 - - $353,500
Percent 92.8 5.1 1.4 0.7 100
) 1972 342,708 18,000 5,792 3,080 - - 369,500
Percent 92.7 4.9 1.6 .8 100
1973 363,792 19,150 6,258 3,000 - - £'292,200
Percent 92.8, 4.9 1.6 0.7 - Tl
/
1974 363,792 19,150 6,258 3,00Q° - - 392,200
Percent 92.8 4.9 1.6 * 0.7 160
@ 1975 412,500 19,500 6,000 3,000 - - 441,000 .
®  percent 933 4.4 1.4 0.7 100
1976 423,3)82 14,510 4,835 ©3,373 $1,500 $1,907 454,500
Percent 93.3 4.3 1.1 0.7 0.3 G.4 100
1977 443,882 19,150 " 4,835 3,373 1,500 2,260 475,000
Pércent 93.5 4 1 0.7 0.3 0.5 100
~
1978 587,049 26,160 6,767 3,374 1,650 - 625,000
Percent 93.9 4.2 1.1 0.5 o3 100
1979 640,969 22,740 10,767 3,874 1,650 - 680,000
Percent 94.3 3.3 1.6 0.6 0.2 100
* >
1980 693,000 25,000 10,800 4,400 1,800 - 735,000 20
Percent 94.3 * 3.4 1.5 0.6 0.2 N;Q g
“_ s 5
a/Source: Documents prepared by AC‘iF ) P
. <

b/Original appropriation was $407.6 mullich, but was reduced by subsequent rescission of $15.4 million.

~
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APPENDIX VI

APPENDIX VI

. COMPARISON OF ORGANIZATION IN HEADQUARTERS

AT JANUARY 1973 AND FEBRUARY 29,

-

1980

January 1973

Provect Head Start

Acting Chief
Proygram Inspection Oféfcer
Public Information Officer
Adminlstrative Aide N
Secretaries {3)

Subtotal - 7 positions

Program Management Division

o,

Chief - Vacant
Program Analysts (2)
Secretaries {(2)

Subtotal - 5 positions
(1 vacant)

Career Development &
Time Attendance Division

Chief
Education Specialist
Training Specialists (3) -
(1 vacant)
Program Analysts (2)
Program Specialist
Secretaries {3) - {1 vacant)
Subtotal - Il positidns
{2 vacant)

90

February 29, 1980

Director/0ffice ¢f
Development Servyces

-

Gffrce of Assoc1§te

Associate Drirector

Secretaries (3)

Deputy Director - Vacant

Program Analyst

Subtotal - 6 positions
(1 vacant) '

Program “anagement and
Uperations Division

ef
g‘gram Ana lygts (4)

Secretaries (2)
Education Speciralist
Subtotal - 8 positions

This division was abolished, and
1ts positions were transferred
1into the Program Management
Division in 1975, which subse-
quently was reorganized 1n
October 1978 1nto two divisions:
{Program Management- & Operations
Division and Program Analysis
Division. Two pOsSitiOons were
lost {16 reduced to 14 positions).

Program Analysis Division

Chief - Vacant -
Program Analyst - Vacant
Program Speciralist
Program Asslstant
Administrgtive Alde
Secretary - Vacant
Subtotal - 6 positions
{3 vacant)

Lo~



APPENDIX VI

January 1973

Parent & Child Centers Division

Chief" ‘
Program Specialists (3) -
1 vacant
Secretary
Glerk Typist
Subtotal - & positions
(1 vacant)

IMPD N

Chief ?
Migrant Coordinator
Community Representatives (3)
Secretary

Clerk .

" Suptetal - 7 posltions

Program Development &
Innovation Division

Chief
Medical Officer
Education Officer -
Nutritionist - Vacant
Psychologist - Vacant
Parent .Involvement/Social
§erv1ces Officer - Vacant
Program Specialist - Head Start
Health Program Specialist -
Vacant
Education Program Specialaist
Progfkam Specialist - Volunteer
Services
Program Analysts (2) -
(1 vacant)
Interns (2)
Secretaries (5) - (1 vacant)
Subtotal - 19 positions
(6 vacant)
Total Authorized Positions - 55
(10 vacant)

APPENDIX VI

~

February 29, 1980

This division was abolished 1in
1975, and the six positions were
transferred to two other divi-
sions: Indian & Migrant Program

"Divisicon ard Program Develop-

ment & Innovation Division.

IMPD

Chief
Migrant Coordinator - Vacant
Community Representatives (7)
Secretary
Clerks (3)
Subtotal - 13 positions

(1 vacant) ¢

Development and
Planning Division

Chief
Medical Officer - Vacant
Education Officer
Nutritionist
Parent Involvement/Social
Services Officer
Program Specialist -
Head Start - Vacant
Health Program Specialists (2)
Education Program Speclalists (4)
Program Specialist - vVolunteer
Services
Program Analysts (2)
Program Specialist - Training
Secretaries (6) - (2 vacant)
Subtotal - 22 positions
(4 vacant)
Total Authorized Positions -
55 (9 vacant)




APPENDIX VII APPENDIX VII
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PREVIOUS GAQ REPORTS ON THE HEAD START PROGRAM

L

“Federal Programs for the Benefit of Disadvantaged Preschool Chil-
dren, Los Angeles, California" (Feb. 14, 1969, B-157356)

"Review of Economic Cpportunity Programs” (Mar. 184 1969, B-130515)

"Project Head Start: Achievements and Problems" (May 20, 1975,
B=-164031(1), MWL=-75-51) .

"Services to Indian Head Start Grantees Under a Special Program"
(bov. 4, 1976, B-164031{1)) :

"tarly Childhood and Family Development bPrograms Improve the Quality
of Life for Low-Income Families” (Feb. 6, 1979, B-164031(1))

"
- -
4

(104091) v *




